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Abstract
The purpose of this dissertation was to examine the mentoring culture at USAFA
in terms of selected mentor and protégé motivational and effectiveness characteristics of
faculty and administrative personnel (referred to as permanent party members) (mentors)
and cadets (protégés). Results offer evidence which support the presence of a somewhat
healthy culture in that those who indicated they were currently mentoring cadets were
more generative, altruistic, and wanted to mentor cadets more compared to those who
indicated they were not mentoring cadets. However, those who were currently mentoring
cadets did not necessarily possess better emotional intelligence compared to non-mentors.
Also, cadets who indicated they were currently being mentored wanted to be mentored
more and possessed more of all selected motivational (locus of control and self-esteem)
and effectiveness (job involvement, career planning, and learning goal orientation)
characteristics compared to cadets who were not being mentored. In addition, a large
number of cadets indicated they wanted to be mentored but were currently not being
mentored. This group of cadets differed from those who wanted to be mentored and were
being mentored in that they were younger by class year, had more of an external locus of
control, and less of a learning goal orientation. Future research should focus on three
aspects of mentoring at USAFA: assessing effectiveness, training motivated mentors to
improve their emotional intelligence, and intervening with mentoring resources for
freshmen cadets who possess motivational and effectiveness characteristics.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Review of Related Literature
The United States Air Force Academy (USAFA) is a federally sponsored 4-year
institution of higher education that graduates approximately 900 cadets annually who are
then commissioned as officers in the United States Air Force (USAF). These officers
comprise approximately 23% of officers commissioned into the USAF, of which
approximately 50% “enter flight training after graduation” (USAFAa, 2015, p. 1).
The mission of USAFA is “To educate, train and inspire men and women to
become officers of character motivated to lead the United States Air Force in service to
our Nation” (USAFAb, 2015, p. 3). In order to accomplish this mission, cadets are
engaged in a leadership laboratory that comprises the domains of academics, athletics,
and military training. In supporting this mission across the three domains, USAFA’s
Center for Character and Leadership Development (CCLD) has established a conceptual
framework (see Figure 1, note this version is updated from the original) for developing
leaders of character (CCLD, 2011). This framework defines a leader of character as
someone who “lives honorably by consistently practicing the virtues embodied in the Air
Force Core Values…lifts people to their best possible selves”, and “elevates performance
toward a common and noble purpose” (p. 9). In addition, this framework guides
development of a leader of character through the process of identity formation,
purposeful engaging experiences, and “practicing habits of thoughts and actions” (p. 23)
consistent with being a leader of character. This framework defines a purposeful
engaging experience as a relationship between an individual and an organization that
assesses, challenges, and supports one another in order to facilitate developmental
growth. In order to aid in the accomplishment of USAFA’s mission, one
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Figure 1. CCLD conceptual framework.
2

way in which a relationship of this nature can occur is through the establishment of a
culture and practice of mentoring.
The purpose of this dissertation was to better understand the culture of mentoring
at USAFA and identify areas in which it can be best leveraged in the context of
developing leaders of character. For this dissertation data were collected and research
questions/hypotheses were tested on both mentors and protégés in order to offer a
baseline of the current mentoring environment at USAFA. This was accomplished by
obtaining an inventory of selected mentoring motivational and effectiveness
characteristics from these two populations. Motivational characteristics are defined as
phenomena related to a mentor’s and protégé’s willingness to want to be in a mentoring
relationship. Effectiveness characteristics are defined as phenomena related to a mentor’s
and protégé’s ability to develop from a mentoring relationship. My motivation for
conducting this research was based on a sense that USAFA is primed for becoming an
exemplar mentoring organization. However, prior to committing resources and adopting
policy which could aid the facilitation of a healthier mentoring culture, it is not only
prudent but also scientific to first determine if evidence exists to support this goal.
Problem statement: Despite mentoring being a means for leader of
character development, USAFA has not deliberately addressed how to
facilitate mentoring relationships. Also, it is unknown if individuals who
are both motivated to be in and can most effectively benefit from a
mentoring relationship are actually in a mentoring relationship at USAFA.
Mentoring Defined
Historically speaking, a mentoring relationship was first noted in Homer’s
Odyssey through the introduction of Mentor and the guidance he was entrusted to provide
to Odysseus’ son Telemachus (Homer, trans. 1996). It is worth noting that although
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Mentor was male, at times the Goddess Athena took his form in order to offer
Telemachus guidance. A more modern use of the term mentor as someone of more
experience who imparts wisdom on one of less experience originated from the book The
Adventures of Telemachus, the Son of Ulysses (Fenelon, 1699/2014).
Whereas locating the initial use of the word mentor is somewhat simple and
ubiquitous, doing so for the word that describes a generic Telemachus or protégé was not.
Nevertheless, in 1782 French author Jean-François Peyron penned a book title Nouveau
voyage en Espagne, fait en 1777 et 1778 which utilized the term protégé five times
(Peyron, 1782). Dictionary.com (2016) defines this word as “a person under the
patronage, protection, or care of someone interested in his or her career or welfare” (p. 1)
and explains that its origin is 1780-1790 French as a “noun use of past participle of
protéger to protect” (p. 1).
Transitioning from the world of classical literature to that of psychology,
Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson, & McKee (1978) used the term mentor to describe
“a person of greater experience and seniority…to mean teacher, advisor or sponsor…it
means all these things, and more” (p. 97). Roche (1979) in describing the dyadic nature
of mentoring used the phrase “mentors and protégés” (p. 14) when describing a survey of
executives and their experiences with a mentor. To further this definition and expand on
the relational nature of mentoring, Kram (1985) states that it “implies a relationship
between a young adult and an older, more experienced adult that helps the younger
individual learn to navigate in the adult world and the world of work” (p. 2).
A final transition in defining what mentoring is and how it relates to USAFA is
explained in Air Force Manual 36-2643 (2013) which says that “mentorship is a
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relationship in which a person with greater experience and wisdom guides another person
to develop both personally and professionally” (p. 4). This document also acknowledges
the role of the protégé, however it utilizes the term mentee in its place.
For the purpose of this dissertation, mentoring is defined as a one-on-one
relationship in a professional context between an experienced individual (mentor) who
guides a less experienced individual (protégé) in pursuit of organizational goals. This
relationship can occur within a spectrum that ranges from informal/unstructured through
formal/structured. Of note, the term mentee will be treated interchangeably with the term
protégé.
It is important to understand the difference between a mentoring relationship and
other types of professional relationships. Johnson (2016) explains that simply being
assigned as a supervisor or academic advisor to someone does not automatically form a
mentoring relationship, nor does formal coaching which “is confined to tackling a
specific performance problem” (p. 27). Rather, a mentoring relationship is reciprocal in
that it enhances “both individual’s growth and advancement” (Kram, 1985, p. 22). The
outcome of this type of relationship is characterized by a range of functions to include
sponsorship, exposure, coaching, protection, challenging assignments, role modeling,
support, encouragement, counseling, and friendship as described by Kram. As she states,
when a “relationship provides all of these functions, it best approximates the prototype of
a mentor relationship” (p. 23). Mentoring can provide a few or a full spectrum of these
functions depending on the nature of the relationship. This nature is the key to unlocking
the developmental potential of a mentoring experience.
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Mentoring as a Developmental Method
In high quality mentoring relationships there is an expectation by both the mentor
and protégé that their relationship will “entail mutual influence, growth, and learning”
(Murphy & Kram, 2014, p. 29). It is interesting that a person serving the mentor role
who is sought after for their experience and wisdom forms a better developmental
relationship when they view themselves as someone who also requires development. In
this sense the mentor becomes a guide by the protégé’s side developing with them in
contrast to being a sage on the stage and developing in a unidirectional fashion.
This multidirectional relationship enables mentoring to fulfill multiple
developmental needs. Levinson et al. (1978) explained that “mentoring is defined not in
terms of formal roles but in terms of the character of the relationship and the functions it
serves” (p. 98). However, they add that beyond the growth and advancement functions of
a mentor, another more important function is “to support and facilitate the realization of
the Dream” (p. 98). This Dream “has the quality of a vision, an imagined possibility that
generates excitement and vitality” (p. 91). By serving this function, the mentor aids a
young man in refining their definition of the Dream and helps them find “ways to live it
out” (p. 91). The growth, advancement, and Dream functions that mentoring is capable
of serving can be relevant at USAFA if both the mentor’s and protégé’s needs are aligned
with developing as a leader of character. This alignment is consistent with the USAF’s
view of mentoring in that Air Force Manual 36-2643 (2013) states, “mentoring is an
essential ingredient in developing well-rounded, professional, and competent future
leaders” (p. 4).
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The time in a person’s life when they are enrolled at USAFA ranges from 17 to 26
years. This transition in their lives, marks a time of intense focus on themselves
physically, intellectually, emotionally, and socially. Levinson et al. (1978) explained that
developmentally this time represents the overlap between pre-adulthood and early
adulthood which “requires a basic change in the fabric of one’s life, and this takes more
than a day, a month or even a year” (p. 19).
In the context of USAFA, the goal of the institution is to manage this change so as
to accommodate the mission of developing officers of character. Doing so requires
cadets to identify with this USAFA culture and commit to the values, beliefs, and
practices associated with it. This time in a person’s life is ideal for accomplishing this
noble goal due to the formative nature of this period of life. Defined as emerging
adulthood, Arnett (2004) describes this time in life from the late teens to the late twenties
as one of exploration, reflection, self-focus, and identity development. In essence, this is
the time in life when a person figures out who they are and in what they believe. Arnett
continues this argument by explaining that a person’s world view begins to form and
emerge and they determine the values which will guide their decisions. It is only fitting
that since the culture of USAFA has its own specific set of values, USAFA should at
least attempt to aid in the commitment to these values during this influential time as a
cadet.
Since this is a time of exploration, it would be unwise to assume that cadets
merely absorb the values of this new culture or are willing to commit to them. Rather it
would be beneficial to facilitate this learning in an intentional manner. Social cognitive
or learning theory informs us that “learning is fostered by modeling and instruction as
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well as by feedback from one’s own transactions with the environment” (Bandura, 1977,
p. 91). Also, that individuals learn through an interactive process involving themselves,
their environment, and their behavior (Bandura, 1986). By employing a mentoring
culture, cadets can socially interact with their environment and have a sounding board in
their mentor who can offer instruction and feedback. This interaction in the context of
the USAF core values can offer a vehicle for learning behavior consistent with this new
set of norms and values. Doing so is one of the fundamental aspects of membership in
the profession of arms (PACE, 2015).
A mentoring culture and the subsequent relationships can serve the needs of both
protégés and mentors. In terms of the protégé, the need to form an identity is met. In
terms of the mentor, the need to give back to those who will replace them as future
leaders of character is met. The extent to which these needs exist for the protégé relate to
what Erikson (1950) described as a young person’s concern “with what they appear to be
in the eyes of others as compared with what they feel they are” (p. 261). For the mentor,
this need exists in the “concern in establishing and guiding the next generation” (p. 267).
In satisfying these needs, mentoring offers a purposeful experience that engages a
cadet with the organization to assess, challenge, and support them in their development as
leaders of character. This type of relationship involves the functions of both career
advancement and personal growth which “are the essential characteristics that
differentiate developmental relationships from other work relationships” (Kram, 1985, p.
22).
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Mentoring Functions
In her seminal book on mentoring, Kram (1985) described two over-arching
categories that emerge from a mentoring relationship, one that serves to advance an
individual in their organization, and one that serves to grow the individual as a person.
The first category she termed “Career functions” and the second “Psychosocial
functions” (p. 22). The former is defined by how a mentoring relationship serves to
“enhance learning the ropes and preparing for advancement in an organization” (p. 22).
The latter is defined by how a mentoring relationship serves to “enhance a sense of
competence, clarity of identity, and effectiveness in a professional role” (p. 22). Both
functions can be relevant to the mission of USAFA when set in the context of developing
leaders of character.
Career. The career functions of a mentoring relationship include sponsorship,
exposure and visibility, coaching, protection, and challenging assignments, which act to
improve a protégé’s ability to navigate and progress in an organization (Kram, 1985).
“Sponsorship involves actively nominating an individual for desirable lateral moves and
promotions” (p. 25). Exposure and visibility allows the protégé to “develop relationships
with key figures in the organization” (p. 27). Coaching offers “knowledge and
understanding of how to navigate effectively” (p. 28). Protection reduces “unnecessary
risks that can threaten” a protégé (p. 30). Last, challenging assignments allows a protégé
“to develop specific competencies” (p. 31). Kram described these outcomes as having
value for their “instrumental ends that they serve in the organizational context” (p. 24).
She further explains that career functions “are possible because of the senior person’s
position, experience, and organizational influence” (p. 25). These functions benefit the
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protégé in that they offer a chance to learn how the organization works in terms of
advancement and promotion. In the context of USAFA, this function of mentoring can
help orient cadets to being new members of a military organization and to learn its unique
hierarchical structure and promotion system.
Psychosocial. The psychosocial functions of mentoring relationships act to
develop the protégé on a more personal level “that enhance an individual’s sense of
competence, identity, and effectiveness in a professional role. These functions include
role modeling, acceptance-and-confirmation, counseling, and friendship” (Kram, 1985, p.
32). “Role modeling involves the senior person setting a desirable example, and the
junior person identifying with it” (p. 33). Acceptance-and-confirmation by the mentor
offers “support and encouragement” (p. 35) concerning the protégés’ competence, while
at the same time the protégé does the same concerning the mentor’s “wisdom and
experience” (p. 35). Counseling enables a protégé “to talk openly about anxieties, fears,
and ambivalence that detract from productive work” (p. 36). Last, friendship enables the
relationship to interact socially “that results in mutual liking and understanding” (p. 38).
It is evident that these functions are far more individualized and intimate as
compared to career functions. Kram explains that they “affect the individual’s
relationship with self and significant others both within and outside the organization” (p.
32). As a result of this difference, Kram found that the presence of psychosocial
functions positively associated with “the quality of the interpersonal relationship” (p. 32).
These functions can only occur once a sense of trust is achieved between the protégé and
mentor that “enable the younger to identify with the older and to find a model whom the
younger would like to become” (p. 23). In the context of USAFA, this function can aid

10

cadets in refining their identity so as to maximize their effectiveness as a future military
officer.
Implementing Mentoring in Organizations
The manner in which a mentoring program is implemented by an organization can
affect the outcomes produced by it. Sosik, Lee, and Bouquillon (2005) found that the
context of the mentoring program impacted the level of commitment achieved by it.
They found evidence that informal programs were more impactful in an educational
setting and formal programs more impactful in the high tech industry. Combined
however, Sosik et al. (2005) found evidence that informal mentoring programs offered a
wider range of functions to include both career and psychosocial when compared to more
formalized programs. Similar findings were reported by Bozeman and Feeney (2008)
who found small support of their hypothesis that informal programs would result in more
positive outcomes when compared to formal programs. Scandura and Williams (2001)
also found support for their hypothesis that protégés involved in an informal mentoring
relationship received more mentoring as compared to those in a formal organizational
program.
Mentoring has been found to offer both career and psychosocial functions in
organizations of varying purpose and context which speaks to the universal nature of
mentoring as a developmental method. For instance, Wilde (1991) reported that graduate
education students who identified as having mentors reported receiving both functions
from their relationships. Exploring mentoring relationships of industrial managers,
Pollock (1995) found evidence to support the hypothesis that those who were mentored
would receive more career and psychosocial functions when compared to those who were
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not. In an international government environment, Taiwan’s Military Academy was found
to offer both types of functions when senior cadets mentored freshman cadets (Hu, Wang,
Sun, & Chen, 2008). At a financial company and also at an international manufacturing
company, Arnold and Johnson (1997) found that protégés benefited from both career and
psychosocial functions. Last, midshipmen at the United States Naval Academy (USNA)
have provided evidence that they received both types of mentoring functions while being
mentored by someone at USNA (Baker, Hocevar, & Johnson, 2003). It appears that the
potential for the functions offered by mentoring spans a wide and diverse spectrum with
regards to organizational design.
In terms of organizational culture, Aryee, Lo, and Kang (1999) found support for
the concept that those with learning cultures offer greater mentor opportunities when they
facilitate interaction between members of different rank.
Another element that has emerged with today’s communication technology
advancements is the idea of conducting mentoring programs through long-distance
relationships via phone or internet. Whereas this mechanism may be more resource
efficient and offer greater access to a larger pool of mentors and protégés, it may also
decrease or limit the functions that can be achieved. Baugh and Fagenson-Eland (2005)
found that mentors who worked in the same organization as their protégé provided more
career and psychosocial functions when compared to mentors who worked in a different
organization than their protégé. This speaks to the nature of mentoring and highlights the
notion that how the dyad can interact and relate to one another impacts outcomes.
Further support is offered by Arnold and Johnson (1997) who found that lower mentoring
outcomes was a result of too infrequent meetings between the dyad. They add to the
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argument by also explaining that protégés indicated that mentors were “too remote –
geographically, organizationally and interpersonally” (p. 68). This offers evidence that
the benefits of mentoring are related to the ability of the dyad to connect on multiple
levels.
In addition, the length of time also appears to be related to the ability of a trusting
relationship to form. Murphy and Kram (2014) suggest that a minimum of six months is
required in order to establish a relationship that will have a lasting impact.
An organization should also pay attention to who is allowed to serve the mentor
role. Since not everyone in an organization possesses the same qualities, it is worth
identifying those that better serve the mentoring functions. For instance, of 27 mentors
from five organizations who were asked to explain what they thought ideal mentors
should possess in order to be the most effective, 13 listed effective communication, 12
listed patience, and 10 listed understanding (Allen & Poteet, 1999). Correspondingly,
mentors selected from both government and non-governmental organizations used the
Delphi technique and narrowed essential mentor characteristics to that of empathy,
honesty, and support (Smith, Howard, & Harrington, 2005). Both of these studies offer
evidence that supports the notion that certain interpersonal characteristics enable more
effective mentoring as compared to mentors who lack these characteristics.
Using a model that comprises the traits neuroticism, extraversion, openness,
agreeableness, and conscientiousness, Bozionelos (2004) only found evidence to support
the hypothesis that openness and mentoring functions provided (both career and
psychosocial) are positively related. Based on this finding he claimed that “individuals
with broad interests and receptivity to new experiences and ideas are more likely to
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provide mentoring functions for subordinates” (p. 40). There is also evidence to support
that idea that how a mentor views themselves correlates with effective mentoring. Sosik
and Godshalk (2004) reported that mentors who underestimated their ability as a leader
were rated higher by their protégé in terms of the psychosocial support that was provided
when compared to mentors who overestimated their ability. Organizations should be
cognizant of these differences when determining how to recruit potential mentors.
Dyad matching. Not only must capable mentors be available in an organization,
they must also be properly matched with a protégé in order to improve mentoring
outcomes. Higher quality mentoring is found to occur when both individuals of the dyad
perceive greater input into how the dyad is matched (Allen, Lentz, & Eby, 2006). How
the mentoring dyad is matched can also impact the effectiveness achieved between the
protégé and mentor. Waters (2004) surveyed mentoring dyads in the context of protégémentor agreement, or the “shared view of the mentorship” (p. 520) concerning
psychosocial functions served. This data supported the argument that dyads
characterized by “high levels of agreeableness, openness, and extroversion” (p. 530) were
shown to increase the amount of protégé-mentor agreement. The significance of this is
that according to Kram and Bragar (1992) in order for the greatest psychosocial functions
to be served, both the protégé and mentor must understand each other. If this does not
occur and dyads are improperly matched, counterproductive results may surface in the
form of “organizational skepticism and even further psychological withdrawal from the
organization by mentors and/or protégés” (Blake-Beard, O’ Neill, & McGowan, 2007, p.
627).
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Mentoring in the United States Military
While not always explicitly called mentoring nor created for that purpose,
programs with missions aligned with achieving career and psychosocial functions have
long existed in the United States military. In a very broad sense military training
programs serve some of these functions in that more experienced instructors not only
train less experienced individuals but also serve as role models and examples of expected
behavior. Whereas these types of programs can serve mentoring functions informally on
an institutional or organizational level, they are not intended to serve a more
comprehensive set of functions at the individual level. Regardless of the lack of formal
mentoring programs in the military at the organizational level, throughout history there
have been many informal mentor and protégé relationships at the individual level.
A prime example of one of these relationships exists in the story and life of
General of the Army George C. Marshall. While attending the Army’s Infantry and
Cavalry school at Fort Leavenworth, then Lieutenant Marshall was greatly influenced by
one of his instructors Major John F. Morrison. While not serving the full range of
mentoring functions, his impact on Marshall was significant enough that he was quoted in
his biography by Pogue (1963) that Morrison was “a prickly original, he was happiest in
the master-student relationship and made his greatest appeal to young uncommitted
minds” (p. 98). In this manner the older and more experienced Major Morrison served as
a mentor to the younger and less experienced Lieutenant Marshall.
On the other hand, Marshall was exposed to the full spectrum of mentoring
functions later in life when assigned as General of the Armies John J. Pershing’s aide
from 1919 to 1924 as evidenced from Marshall’s quote about Pershing when he states,
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“my five years with you will always remain the unique experience of my life” (Pogue, p.
203). The relationship established by Pershing with Marshall provided him with an
example and guidance of how a leader commands the entire United States Army. The
career and psychosocial mentoring functions offered through this relationship enabled
Marshall to rise through the ranks, while at the same time developed him as a leader of
character. Marshall proved the extent to which he had developed as a leader by
demonstrating elevated performance toward the common and noble purpose of defeating
the Axis powers of World War II.
A more contemporary example of mentoring in the military, specifically in the
USAF, was described by now General Goldfein (2001) the current USAF Chief of Staff.
He explained that in terms of mentoring “as a commander, one of your key roles is to
teach—to develop those entrusted to your care to their fullest potential and prepare them
for future leadership challenges” (p. 104). Clearly this statement epitomizes the
relevance of mentoring as a developmental method for Airmen. Also, it emphasizes that
as an officer in the USAF mentoring your Airmen is a critical responsibility.
The United States Government formally took an interest in the power and value of
mentoring relationships when President George W. Bush signed the Federal Workforce
Flexibility Act of 2004. This document, Public Law 108-411 (108th Congress, 2004),
amended Chapter 41 of title 5 United States Code by adding section 4120 which states
that “…the head of each agency shall establish…a program to provide training to
mangers on actions, options, and strategies a manager may use in…mentoring
employees” (p. 8). With this piece of legislation signed, government agencies are now
required by law to establish at a minimum mentoring training.
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In light of this new law, the United States Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air
Force have each implemented a mentoring program specific to their department. Each
one varies slightly in form, however the objectives of these programs are very similar.
According to Air Force Policy Directive 36-26 (2015), “retaining and developing quality
Airmen is a top priority…The Regular Air Force…will:…Maintain an Air Force-wide
mentoring program…The program will allow the mentee, mentor, and the Air Force to
capitalize on leadership, professionalism, and technical expertise” (p. 2, 4). In 2015, the
Secretary of the Air Force implemented an online mentoring tool in compliance with the
Air Force directive. This mentoring capability is accessed via a military website where
Air Force members can access their MyVECTOR site. This site enables them to register
with the program, link up with a mentor, become a mentor, and offers resources for
conducting mentoring (MyVECTOR, 2016).
Mentoring at USAFA
There are some resources unique to USAFA that have been utilized to facilitate
mentoring relationships. One program involves cadets who have been found to have
violated the Honor Code. Some of these cadets are placed in a remediation program
called Honor Probation (USAFA Honor Code, 2015). One of the requirements in
completing Honor Probation involves mentoring which USAFA considers “one of the
most robust methods of character development” (p. 25). Cadets in this program are
required to conduct mentoring with multiple individuals on a monthly basis, however
how this mentoring occurs is described in a very broad and vague manner.
In 2013, roughly 50 cadets who were found to have collectively violated the
Honor Code were placed in Honor Probation. A focus group conducted with them
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revealed what they described concerning their senior mentors. They claimed that the best
mentors were honest, direct, and excellent listeners (Mandeville, Howard, & Liddle,
2013). Interestingly, but not necessarily associated with an Honor Code violation,
Midshipmen at the United States Naval Academy described the most significant
characteristics of mentors they had as being ethical and honest (Baker et al., 2003).
Another mentoring resource at USAFA is provided by the Dean of Faculty. This
handbook explains how academic advisors can mentor cadets for the purpose of
encouraging them “to realize their educational potential” (USAFA, 2004, p. 1).
Recently, sophomore cadets at USAFA have been provided guidance on how to
mentor a freshman cadet for whom they are responsible. This guidance is limited to
defining mentoring based on Air Force manual 36-2643 and advises cadets to use that
manual “for conducting mentoring” (CCLD, 2016, p. 7).
Individuals assigned to USAFA who have been issued a Common Access Card,
which is the Department of Defense’s standard identification card, can register in
MyVECTOR, and access the USAF mentoring resource website. However, metrics
pertaining to the number of individuals who are utilizing this tool and the outcomes of
their experience are not available at this time according to the Chief, Force Development
Information Technology Branch AF/A1DI at Headquarters Air Force (T. C McNitt,
personal communication, February 23, 2016).
In the fall of 2007 Wilks (2008) conducted an experiment with fourth class cadets
(freshmen) at USAFA during which one group was exposed to a traditional mentoring
program while another test group was exposed to a mentoring program focused on
“attitudes toward diversity and pluralism” (p. 17). His resulting data supported a
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conclusion that the intervention did not create a significant difference between traditional
mentoring and the test group in terms of diversity and pluralism.
In the fall of 2009 a survey on the topic of mentoring was completed by 325
cadets at USAFA as part of a dissertation (O’Mailia, 2010). Cadets who reported that
they had mentors while at USAFA also reported the “prominent mentor characteristics in
relation to how well they described their most influential mentor” (p. 78). Of the ten
characteristics offered, “Caring / Genuinely Concerned…Honest / Ethical…Friendly” (p.
79) ranked first, second, and third respectively while “Intelligent” (p. 79) ranked last.
In the fall of 2015 USAFA collected data through the Military Service Academy
Organizational Climate Survey that was sent to all cadets, roughly 75% responded. One
item on the survey pertained to mentoring and asked if “the Academy provides cadets
with an effective mentoring program” to which 2,047 cadets responded favorably, and
486 cadets responded unfavorably (A. Lords, personal communication, February 24,
2016).
Despite a growing emphasis on mentoring in the USAF, USAFA lacks intentional
mentoring policy and resources to support training or assessment of mentors, protégés,
and effectiveness. In light of this, and in order to better support mentoring at USAFA it
is necessary to understand what is currently happening at USAFA in terms of mentoring
relationships. It is also important to understand why individuals are or are not in a
mentoring relationship. Last, understanding to what extent motivational and
effectiveness characteristics of mentors and protégés exist will shed insight on the
potential for more effective mentoring to occur at USAFA.
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Effective Mentoring
Understanding the outcomes that mentoring relationships can have on protégés,
mentors, and organizations is important for an organization when determining if the
benefits outweigh the costs. There are numerous positive and some negative impacts that
have been found through studies of mentor programs which range from personal to
organizational in scope. To expand on this spectrum of potential impacts, Ragins and
Verbos (2007) describe it as a bell curve from dysfunctional on the left, traditional in the
middle, and relational on the right. The left side of this curve represents exploitative
mentoring, the middle represent exchange mentoring, and the right side represents
communal mentoring. The point of this is to highlight that the purpose and intent of
these programs is to be of a positive and valuable nature, however individual and
organizational styles and cultures can erode this noble pursuit. As Johnson (2016)
explains, “’bad mentoring’ is an oxymoron” in that if the outcome is not developmental
in nature then the relationship was not a mentoring one.
In order to quell the myth that anyone can be an effective mentor or protégé, it is
important to examine the characteristics that have shown to support quality mentoring
relationships. As argued by Johnson (2003), mentor competence rests with a deep
structure to manage and integrate virtues, abilities, and competencies. He further claims
that this does not occur by chance, rather by specific training and mastery of skills.
Olian, Carroll, Giannantonio, and Feren (1988) found evidence from a study conducted
with 600 University of Maryland undergraduate students which supported their
hypothesis that protégés would be more attracted to a mentor with greater interpersonal
competence. Based on their findings they recommended that “Organizations…should
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explicitly train mentors to exhibit the behaviors and activities sought by protégés” (p. 34).
This demonstrates that a mentor’s skills impact the mentoring relationship and highlights
the importance that training for maximizing those skills is possible.
In a broader view, Kram (1980) explained in her dissertation which studied 18
mentoring dyads, that all of them provided the career functions. However, all but three of
the relationships provided any psychosocial functions. Kram (1985) further explains that
“relationships that provide both kinds of functions are characterized by greater intimacy
and strength of interpersonal bond…Relationships that provide only career
functions…are valued primarily for the instrumental ends” (p. 24). Despite the
willingness of these mentors to participate, there also appears to be differences in how
effective they are in serving the full spectrum of functions. For instance, Weinberg and
Lankau (2011) found evidence to support the idea that “mentor effectiveness, as rated by
protégés, was related significantly to psychosocial support” (p. 1550). Further, Mullen
(1998) collected data on mentors which demonstrated a positive relationship between
functions served and those mentors who initiated mentoring. These mentors also felt they
offered organizational value, and allowed themselves to be influenced by their protégé.
These studies provide ample support to suggest that certain variables impact the extent to
which a mentoring relationship can be effective. Understanding the attributes of mentors
who better offer the functions allows a clearer understanding of who should be targeted
as mentors.
The differences in individuals and their ability to provide various functions of
mentoring is worth understanding and identifying in order to maximize the effectiveness
of a mentoring program. The mentor who is more content with his or her life, is
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effective at managing conflict, and possesses better communication skills has a greater
capacity to provide for all mentoring functions (Kram, 1985). Likewise, the protégé who
has more positive views of authority will be more willing to accept a greater range of
mentoring functions (Kram, 1985).
Johnson (2007) explains that not everyone should be mentors because some
people do not have the proper interpersonal skills to facilitate mentoring functions. Kram
(1985) supports this argument by explaining that in order to build supportive
relationships the needs of the protégé must be known, and that individuals capable of
providing mentoring functions to accommodate these needs must be available.
The presence of capable mentors and protégés in an organization alone does not
guarantee the success of a mentoring program. According to Kram (1985), individuals
must first have confidence in their organization and feel secure in the longevity of it in
order to want to invest in a mentoring relationship. This speaks to the question of why a
person would even want to be a mentor or protégé. If they perceive their involvement
with the organization as potentially short-lived, there would be less motivation to want to
commit to a relationship tied to the organization. Therefore, prior to establishing a
mentoring program at an organization it would be worth evaluating the extent to which
personnel perceive their involvement and future connection to it.
As explained by Huwe and Johnson (2003), not all protégés receive the maximum
benefits from mentoring, rather those with certain characteristics and behaviors appear to
gain more from this type of unique relationship. Kram (1985) explains that in order for
someone to want to build this type of relationship they must have a positive attitude
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toward authority. As such, it is worth exploring the characteristics of individuals that will
result in beneficial growth and development from mentoring.
Another critical aspect to effective mentoring is ensuring mentoring dyads form in
such a way that the relationship fosters a perception of trust, satisfaction, and success
(Young & Perrewé, 2000). Based on research with doctoral student protégés and their
professor mentors, they found evidence to support the hypothesis that when support
behaviors in sufficient amounts are exhibited, both the mentors and protégés perceive
greater trust in the relationship. In doing so, both members “hold each other in high
regard, have trust for one another, and believe that the relationship is satisfying and
successful” (p. 626). In addition, trust in mentoring relationships can be built when a
mentor possess an ability to accept and confirm protégé behavior through active listening
and by providing support, encouragement, and feedback (Kram, 1985). In terms of
satisfaction and success, research has offered support “such that mentors in relationships
with protégés perceived to be more similar to themselves reported the relationships to be
of higher quality and greater learning” (Allen & Eby, 2003, p. 478). In this sense,
fostering dyads of this nature should improve mentoring effectiveness.
Positive outcomes. Vast empirical evidence exists to support the impact of
mentoring and resulting outcomes from both career and psychosocial functions being
served. For instance, Jacobi (1991) provides an example for mentoring programs in
higher education which function to improve academic achievement for the sake of
increasing the number of potential graduate students. A more contemporary example of
this type of outcome has been shown by an organization called iMentor which claims that
“59% of iMentor students complete college, compared to the national average of 26% for
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youth from low-income communities” (iMentor, 2017, p. 1). Both cases demonstrate
how mentoring can not only serve to enhance the longevity of an organization and ensure
effective personnel management and availability, but also improve the lives of
individuals.
Another positive outcome of effective mentoring is the impact it can have on
protégé promotions. Those who have participated in an organizational sponsored
mentoring program are shown to have increased promotion rates as well as higher
salaries when compared to those who did not participate (Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992;
Dreher & Ash, 1990; Fagenson, 1989; Scandura, 1992; Wilde, 1991). These comparison
studies highlight an economic benefit that relates to those individuals in whom an
organization invests.
A clear benefit from mentoring relationships in which psychosocial functions
occurred is an improved attitude and job satisfaction of the protégé. One study described
that as a result of a satisfying mentoring experience, protégés reported greater positive
attitudes when compared to those who were not mentored or who were not mentored
satisfactorily (Ragins, Cotton, & Miller, 2000). Additionally multiple studies found
evidence to support the idea that a protégé’s level of satisfaction with their job and
organization was greater as a result of mentoring (Chao, 1997; Chao et al., 1992;
Fagenson, 1989; Ragins, et al., 2000; Riley & Wrench, 1985; Roche, 1979). Increased
organizational socialization which is inherent to mentoring programs may be a cause of
these impacts in that spending time with someone else can influence attitudes and
satisfaction (Chao et al., 1992).
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Organizational attachment is another positive impact of effective mentoring.
Johnson, Behling, Miller, and Vandermaas-Peeler (2015) explain that research supports
the notion that when undergraduate students are mentored they have “greater engagement
with their institution and ultimately, a profession…and tend to be more loyal alumni” (p.
444). An example of this occurred at the United States Naval Academy. An
undergraduate mentoring program conducted there supported the concept that
midshipmen will become more committed to the military as a result of mentoring as
compared to conventional military training (Baker, Hocevar, & Johnson, 2003). This is
an interesting finding which should draw the attention of those in managerial positions
who seek to retain talent. Further, Johnson (2007) explains that one of the most
significant benefits of mentoring is the ability to provide professional identity
development. The organization that offers the mentoring program can tailor it in order to
clarify the protégé’s perception as a professional. In this same light, the intention to
leave an organization was found to be negatively related to a protégé’s perception of
organizational commitment as a result of a formal mentoring program (Joiner, Bartram,
& Garreffa, 2004). Of 1,334 Army officers who were surveyed for a one year
longitudinal study, 81% identified as having a mentor which correlated to greater
affective and continuance commitment when compared to those who were not mentored
(Payne & Huffman, 2005). Additionally, accountants who participated in an informal
mentoring program were found to have a strong positive relationship between mentoring
and retention (Viator & Scandura, 1991). It is evident from empirical research, that
mentoring can offer significant benefit to individuals, which in turn support an
organization’s performance.
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Effective mentoring has also been found to influence how protégés develop as
leaders. For instance, a study at West Point compared cadets in a six month semi-formal
mentoring program against those in a six month seminar style program of similar content
to determine if their leader efficacy changed. Those individuals who participated in the
mentoring program showed heightened efficacy and performance by their supervisors
(Lester, Hannah, Harms, Vogelgesang, & Avolio, 2011). This increased effectiveness in
a professional role not only has a positive impact for the protégé, but also benefits their
supervisors and ultimately the organization to which they belong.
Dysfunctional outcomes. Despite the multitude of support which suggests that
mentoring programs offer benefits to mentors, protégés, and organizations, it is also
important to examine the negative impacts that a mentoring program can have. Knowing
so can inform decision makers of the pitfalls and adverse effects that implementing a
program of this nature may entail.
It would be naïve to believe that all dyads established through a mentoring
program would result in harmonious and trusting relationships. Therefore it is worth
noting the significant costs associated with well-intended programs. Lunsford, Baker,
Griffin, and Johnson (2013) suggest that both career and psychological negative impacts
can occur such as degraded reputations, drain on productivity, ethical lapses, mental
burnout, anger, and grief can result from mentoring. Also, a mentoring relationship, like
any other relationship, may cease to meet the needs of either individual involved and
become dysfunctional. Johnson (2016) explains that this may be a result of numerous
reasons such as dyad mismatch, “mentor technical incompetence…mentor relationship
incompetence…mentor neglect” (p. 212-213) or boundary violations such as sexual
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attraction or coercion. Outcomes associated with a relationship that evolves into a
dysfunctional are not hard to imagine and could range from simple yet dangerous
ambivalence to potential victimization. Understanding the possibility that a breakdown
of this nature could happen can help inform program managers in establishing training
and policy that could help prevent and protect against it.
Mentor Motivational Characteristics
In order to examine the potential for mentoring at USAFA, this study collected
data pertaining to variables associated with an individual’s willingness to mentor. These
characteristics are viewed from the mentor’s perspective in terms of reasons why a
potential mentor would feel compelled to be in a mentoring relationship. Kram (1985)
described this well when she stated “when relationships allow one to address important
needs and concerns, they are enhancing and valued” (p. 13). The significance of this
perspective is that if offers an opportunity concerning the existence of a group of
psychologically prepared individuals who are willing to serve the mentor role. Using this
context, the variables gender, prior mentoring experience, generativity, empathic concern,
and altruism will be discussed in terms of mentor motivation.
Gender. Literature concerning gender and mentoring of the late 1970’s and
1980’s pointed to a lack of willingness of female professionals to take on the mentor role
(Ragins & Cotton, 1993). Based on this argument, Ragins and Cotton hypothesized that
“women will report less willingness to mentor than men” (p. 99) and sampled 520
participants consisting of 281 males and 229 females using a willingness to mentor scale
and a drawbacks to mentoring scale. Interestingly, the data partially supported their
hypothesis in that there was not a significant difference based on gender and willingness
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to mentor, however there was for drawbacks. This study demonstrated support that
women are as willing to mentor as men, however that they “anticipated more potential
drawbacks and negative aspects of assuming a mentoring role” (p. 106).
Building on this research, Allen, Poteet, Russel, and Dobbins (1997) hypothesized
that men and women “will report similar intentions to mentor others” (p. 4), and
“perceive similar barriers to mentoring others” (p. 4). They sampled 607 participants
consisting of 353 men and 244 women using similar scales pertaining to willingness and
barriers as was used by Ragins and Cotton (1993). Data supported both hypotheses in
that there was no difference based on gender in terms of mentoring intention or perceived
barriers.
Based on these studies, it appears that gender may or may not differentiate an
individual’s desire to mentor and that an inconclusive understanding of this relationship
exists. The unique nature of USAFA as a military service academy may further
complicate this relationship.
Prior mentoring experience. Another characteristic highlighted in the
mentoring literature is the presence of prior protégé and mentor experience as a predictor
for an individual’s willingness to mentor. Based on a hypothesis posed by Kram (1985),
Ragins and Cotton (1993) claimed that “individuals with mentorship experience have
firsthand exposure to the benefits of the relationship, and may therefore value the
relationship more than individuals lacking mentoring experience” (p. 101). Testing this
claim resulted in a significant correlation between those who had been a protégé, a
mentor, or both in relation to intention to mentor. “Significant positive betas were found
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for all three classifications…with the highest beta found for individuals with both mentor
and protégé experience” (p. 105).
In line with this notion, Allen, Poteet, and Burroughs (1997) in a qualitative study
interviewed 27 mentors based on their experience of being a mentor and “issues related to
the decision to mentor others” (p. 70). They found “that the norm of reciprocity
influences the decision to mentor others” (p. 83), and proposed that this “mediates the
relationship between previous experience as a protégé and willingness to mentor other”
(p. 84).
To further test this phenomenon Allen, Poteet, and Russell et al. (1997) measured
mentor and protégé experience compared to intention to mentor. Their data “fully
supported” (p. 12) their hypotheses that more mentor and protégé experience correlated
with “greater intentions to mentor and fewer perceived barriers than did individuals who
did not report having previous experience as a mentor” (p. 12).
Viewing this concept through a slightly different lens, Ragins and Scandura
(1999) tested hypotheses based on measurements of “expected costs and…expected
benefits to being a mentor” (p. 495). Their results supported their hypotheses that
intention to mentor was most strongly positively related to those who reported “both
mentor and protégé experience” (p. 503), when compared to “individuals lacking
mentoring experience” (p. 503). It is important to note that the authors conducted this
research in the context of “informal mentoring relationships that evolve naturally” (p.
496).
Bozionelos (2004) tested the relationship between mentoring received as a
protégé and later mentoring provided by that same person when they become a mentor
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over the course of their career. Results confirmed that this was a positive relationship
and suggests that a protégé to mentor role progression “leads to the initiation of a
‘mentoring cycle’ and the establishment of a mentoring culture” (p. 39). It is important
to note that the author conducted this research in the context of “informal mentoring
relationships (i.e., relationships that are initiated and evolve naturally and without
organizational intervention)” (p. 25).
A final study adds even more evidence to this growing pool of support. Allen
(2003) measured whether or not participants were mentoring, had been mentored, and
how willing they were to mentor. Results indicated a positive correlation between these
variables such that those who indicated they had been mentored were currently mentoring
and had a greater willingness to mentor.
In light of this overwhelming support of the idea that mentoring experience,
especially of an informal nature, is related to motivation to become a mentor, it is
reasonable to believe that this same relationship could exist at USAFA.
Generativity. It is an often misconception that the main or only purpose of
mentoring is to serve the developmental needs of the protégé. On the contrary, engaging
in a mentoring relationship can serve to satisfy the generative developmental need of the
mentor. Erikson (1950) eloquently explained this phenomenon when he stated that “the
fashionable insistence on dramatizing the dependence of children on adults often blinds
us to the dependence of the older generation on the younger one” (p. 266). In this sense,
mentors are able to fulfill their generative desire by interacting with a younger person for
the purpose of transferring knowledge and wisdom to the next generation.
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According to Levinson et al. (1978), as a man enters their late thirties and begins
to transition into midlife he seeks a means for improving human welfare through the use
of his own gifts and talents. In terms of the difference between a mentor and a protégé
“the mentor represents a mixture of parent and peer; he must be both and not purely
either one…is usually older than his protégé by a half-generation, roughly 8 to 15 years.”
(p. 99). By reconnecting with the youthful energy of a protégé, the mentor is satisfying
his generative need by making himself useful in a manner that leverages their personal
value and enables them to give back to society in a productive manner. Kram (1985)
explains that, “the individual with generativity needs is more likely to want to coach and
counsel than the individual who is still involved in developing his or her own sense of
competence and possibilities for advancement” (p. 40).
While age and generativity (Zacher, Henning, Rosing, & Frese, 2011), age and
mentoring (Allen, Poteet, & Russel et al. 1997; Hunt & Michael, 1983; Ragins & Cotton,
1993), and being mentored with becoming generative (Jones & McAdams, 2013) have
been researched, generativity and being a mentor has almost no research except one
article. Hastings, Griesen, Hoover, Creswell, and Dlugosh (2015) conducted a study on
three populations of college students that included those who were currently mentoring a
K-12 student, those who were not, and a control group. Using the Loyola Generativity
Scale they found evidence to suggest that “college students who mentor demonstrated
significantly higher generativity than non-mentoring students. Interviews with 9
mentoring students revealed that, although a ‘seed of generativity’ may have already been
planted, their mentoring experience served as a ‘lab’ for learning how to be generative”
(p. 651).
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Measuring generativity of USAFA faculty and administrative personal (referred
to at USAFA as permanent party members) and how it is related to those who are
motivated to mentor a USAFA cadet would extend the knowledge concerning this
phenomenon. At the same time this information could shed light on the distribution of
generativity among permanent party members in general in order to enable mentor
recruitment targeted on this construct.
Empathic concern and altruism. Research conducted by Penner, Craiger,
Fritzche, Friefield (1995) sought to “identify several different personality measures that
reliably predicted prosocial actions” (p. 148). Through a serious of scale analyses that
were “theoretically coherent” (p. 150), two factors emerged they labeled “Other-Oriented
Empathy” (p. 150) and “Helpfulness” (p. 151). The empathy factor related to people who
are inclined to feel and think empathically and “responsible for and concern about the
welfare of others” (p. 150). The helpfulness factor is related to people who have a history
of being helpful and experience personal discomfort when others are distressed.
The factor related to other-oriented empathy in prosocial behavior was found to
also exist as a motive for mentors wanting to mentor. Allen, Poteet, and Burroughs
(1997) conducted qualitative research by interviewing mentors in order to identify “issues
related to the decisions to mentor others” (p. 70). One of their conclusions found that
mentors often reported that “seeing junior employees struggle triggered salient memories
of their own early-career battles…a form of empathic reaction” (p. 83). This led the
authors to propose the hypothesis that higher other-oriented empathy is related to
individuals who “will be more likely to mentor others” (p. 83).
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This proposed hypothesis was tested by Allen (2003) who surveyed 319
participants of which 249 indicated serving as a mentor. Her results demonstrated
significant support that “individuals higher in other-oriented empathy reported greater
willingness to mentor others (β = .23, p < .001)” (p. 143).
The factor related to helpfulness in prosocial behavior was found to also exist as a
motive for mentors wanting to mentor. Allen (2003) claimed that mentoring is a helping
behavior and therefore “should be related to altruistic tendencies” (p. 137). She
demonstrated support for this hypothesis and found a significant correlation between
helpfulness and willingness to mentor. However, only “a marginally significant
relationship between helpfulness and willingness to mentor others was observed (β = .10,
p = .06)” in terms of the predictive nature of this relationship (p. 143).
Further support that the helping or altruistic construct is related to mentor
motivation can be found in research conducted by Aryee, Chay, and Chew (1996). In
sampling managerial professionals in Singapore, they hypothesized that “Altruism will be
positively related to the motivation to mentor” (p. 263). Their analysis demonstrated a
significant correlation between these two variables, and regression modeling showed a
significant predictive power.
In light of the research that supports the relationship between the two prosocial
behavior factors of other-oriented empathy and helpfulness and their relationship with
mentor motivation, it would be reasonable to believe that this also exists at USAFA.
Understanding how these variables are distributed throughout the permanent party
population will enable a better view of who at USAFA may or may not be motivated to
serve the mentor role.

33

Mentor Effectiveness Characteristics
In order to examine the potential for effective mentoring at USAFA, this study
will also collect data pertaining to variables associated with mentor effectiveness. In
addition to having characteristics related to one’s willingness to mentor, an individual
must also possess additional attributes related to being an effective mentor in order for
the full spectrum of mentoring functions to emerge. Johnson (2016) explains that
“although some of these traits and skills are expressions of fundamental temperament,
most can be developed and sharpened by the motivated mentor” (p. 59). Identifying
characteristics which enable a mentor to be effective not only allows organizations to
recruit individuals with these characteristics but also to train others to acquire them. The
following sections describe how gender and emotional intelligence may be related to
mentor effectiveness.
Gender. Evidence paints a noisy and mixed picture in terms of the effectiveness
of a mentor when compared on the basis of the mentor’s gender. Most studies that
examine gender do so in terms of male versus female mentors and in terms of mixed
gender dyads in relation to protégé attraction, outcomes received, and mentoring
functions provided. For instance, Olian et al. (1988) assessed 166 protégés in terms of
their “attraction to the manager as mentor” (p. 23). Their results did not support their
hypothesis that “protégé attraction to a potential mentor of the same gender will be
greater than to a potential mentor of the opposite gender” (p. 20).
Another study that surveyed approximately 400 protégés compared the gender
composition of their dyad and satisfaction with the mentoring experience (Bozeman &
Feeney, 2008). Their data did not support their hypothesis that “more positive mentoring
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outcomes will tend to be associated with relationships in which the genders are matched”
(p. 431).
Wilde (1991) measured 177 mentees’ perceptions concerning the amount of
“psychological and professional mutual support, comprehensiveness, mentee professional
development, and research together” (p. 165) attained with their mentor. The mentormentee dyads consisted of about 30% female-female, 18% female-male, 27% malefemale, and 22% male-male, however there was no significant difference on any
component between these dyads.
According to Clark, Harden, and Johnson (2000) in a study of 521 protégés who
reported having mentors that were 62% male and 38% female, they found support that
“male and female mentors appeared equally capable of addressing both the career and
psychosocial needs of female protégés” (p. 267).
On the other hand, when Scandura and Viator (1994) surveyed 651 protégés, of
which 216 were female, they found evidence to support their conclusion that female
mentors offered greater levels of social support to their female protégés. They suggest
that “female protégés may actually prefer more social support than do male protégés, yet
may have difficulty obtaining this higher level of social support in a male-dominated
profession” (p. 732).
In relation to female mentor effectiveness, Sosik and Godshalk (2000) in a study
of 200 dyads found support that led to their conclusion that female mentors provided
more psychosocial functions and less career functions despite the gender of the protégé as
compared to male mentors.
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Of 249 mentors who were asked about their perception of amount and type of
mentoring provided to protégés, “male mentors reported providing more career
mentoring to their protégés, whereas female mentors reported providing more
psychosocial mentoring” (Allen & Eby, 2004, 129).
Wallace (2001) surveyed female lawyers, 66% of which reported having had a
mentor and found support for the hypothesis that proposed that male mentors correlated
with protégés who reported better career outcomes, while protégés with female mentors
reported more satisfaction with their careers. They concluded that female protégés
appear “that they do tend to benefit in different areas and to a different degree depending
on the gender of their mentor” (p. 385).
Also, when Scandura and Williams (2001) measured the career, psychosocial, and
role modeling function of mentoring for 279 protégés in relation to the dyad composition,
they found marginal support for greater role modeling provided to dyads of the same sex.
However, since they did not find support for a correlation between dyad composition and
career and psychosocial functions received, they claim that it “appears that cross-sex
relationships may hold some promise for beneficial mentoring outcomes” (p. 358).
In the USAF, approximately 20% of the population is female (AFPC, 2016). In
light of this large difference in gender and mixed message in terms of mentor gender and
mentor effectiveness, it would be valuable to have a better understanding as to how
gender at USAFA is related to mentor effectiveness.
Emotional intelligence. One of the aspects that differentiates mentor
effectiveness is the difference between mentors in terms of their interpersonal
competence. Kram (1985) offers support for this argument by explaining that in order for
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mentoring benefits to occur, “organizational members must have the interpersonal skills
to build supportive relationships” (p. 160). In addition, Johnson (2001) found strong
support that “more personal relationship factors may be the strongest predictors of
subsequent positive evaluation of mentoring” (p. 30). Surveys of mentors and protégés
consistently offer supporting evidence that the presence of pro-social interpersonal traits
such as caring, empathy, and patience (Clark, et al, 2000; Cronan-Hillix, Gensheimer,
Cronan-Hillix, & Davidson, 1986; Johnson, 2002; Johnson & Ridley, 2008) promote
mentoring effectiveness. These traits can be classified into the phenomenon of emotional
intelligence as described by Goleman (1995), in that they deal with recognizing and
managing emotions of both oneself and others.
Emotional intelligence has been described as a critical piece of effecting
mentoring by many experts in the field. Johnson (2002) explains that “effective mentors
(those highly rated in student surveys)…appear to exude ‘emotional intelligence’” (p.
89). Ragins (2012) claims that “emotional intelligence…may also help individuals
develop high-quality mentoring relationships” (p. 524). That in order to develop trust
“empathic listening involves recognizing the emotions underlying the communication.
This requires emotional intelligence” (Ragins, in press). In addition, Johnson, et al.
(2015) explains that not everyone has a high level of emotional intelligence and states
that “higher education faculty may be brilliant researchers and serviceable teachers, yet
struggle with serious deficits in emotional intelligence” (p. 6).
In order to test the claim that emotional intelligence is positively related to mentor
effectiveness, Chun, Litzky, Sosik, Bechtold, and Godshalk (2010) surveyed 147
formally mentored dyads and tested their hypotheses which stated that “mentors’
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emotional intelligence will be positively related to protégés’ trust in the mentors” (p. 428)
and “to mentoring provided” (p. 431). Using measures of emotional intelligence, trust in
mentor, and mentoring functions provided, their data strongly supported their hypotheses
that a positive correlation existed. In addition, significant positive betas offered evidence
that emotional intelligence was a predictor of trust and functions provided. This evidence
adds credibility to the positive claims connecting emotional intelligence with effective
mentors, however it does not identify which mentors have higher emotional intelligence.
In an attempt to identify and recruit permanent party members at USAFA who
can most effectively serve the mentoring role, it would be valuable to have predictors or
an understanding of the distribution of this construct.
Protégé Motivational Characteristics
In order to examine the potential for mentoring at USAFA, this research collected
data pertaining to variables associated with a protégé’s willingness to want to be in a
mentoring relationship. Establishing policy and dedicating resources at USAFA would
be a waste of effort if cadets at USAFA were not interested in being mentored. The
question then becomes what is it that cadets have that can be used to measure their level
of readiness to being a protégé in a mentoring relationship. In order to probe this
question, I will discuss the variables of gender, self-esteem, and locus of control.
Gender. Since approximately 22-30 percent of the cadet population is female, it
is important to recognize any difference in protégé motivation based on sex. In an
attempt to isolate characteristics of protégés who are motivated to initiate a mentoring
relationship, Turban and Dougherty (1994) tested a hypothesis based on protégés who did
initiate mentoring. Results from their “t-test indicated that protégé gender was unrelated
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to initiating mentoring” (p. 694) demonstrating that a difference did not exist between the
sexes. Fagenson (1992) tested protégés in terms of their need for achievement, power,
autonomy, and affiliation. Based on this data, she stated that “neither individuals’ gender
nor the interaction of individuals’ gender and their protégé status exerted a significant
effect on their needs. Thus, men and women who had become protégés had similar
needs” (p. 56). Another study conducted by Aryee, Lo, and Kang (1999) demonstrated
that no significant relationship existed between gender and “protégé-initiated mentoring
relationships” (p. 572). In researching career motivation and mentoring Day and Allen
(2004) analyzed data that showed no significant relationship between individuals who
were or were not in a mentoring relationship and gender. Also, Fagenson-Eland, Marks,
and Amendola (1997) found no significant relationship between sex and the number of
mentoring relationships that protégés had participated in.
Interestingly, how a person views themselves in terms of their feminine and
masculine traits does differentiate mentoring status. In one study it was observed that
protégés rated themselves higher in terms of both their femininity and their masculinity
when compared to non-protégés (Fagenson, 1989).
Based on these studies, it appears that a relation does not exist between gender
and whether or not a person is in a mentoring relationship. It would also seem that the
desire to be mentored would mirror this lack of relation, however the unique nature of
USAFA may have a differing effect on cadets based on gender. A better understanding
of this relation of lack thereof will offer greater insight into the mentoring culture at
USAFA.
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Self-esteem. Rosenberg (1965) explains that this variable deals with an
individual’s view of their worth. The mentoring literature speaks to the characteristic of
self-esteem as being a significant variable that positively relates with individuals who are
in a mentoring relationship. Kalbfleisch and Davies (1993) claimed that “self-esteem is
also associated with the likelihood of participation in mentoring relationships…positive
feelings of self-worth are prerequisite to…perceiving oneself as worthy of another’s aid”
(p. 405). Their research on 177 participants confirmed that higher self-esteem was
“directly related to the likelihood of protégé involvement” (p. 408).
Furthering this research, Turban and Dougherty (1994) hypothesized that
“individuals who are…high in emotional stability will initiate more mentoring
relationships than individuals who are…low in emotional stability” (p. 690). Of note,
they measured emotional stability using a negative affectivity scale and a self-esteem
scale. Using data obtained from 147 participants, they demonstrated that protégés who
initiated mentoring correlated with having a higher self-esteem.
Support for self-esteem as a mentoring motivational characteristic was
demonstrated by Fagenson-Eland and Baugh (2001) who tested a hypothesis that
“protégés who have engaged in a greater number of mentoring relationships during their
careers will have higher self-esteem than protégés who have engaged in fewer mentoring
relationships” (p. 2506). They found a significant difference between participants who
had never had a mentor and those who had in that self-esteem was higher for those who
had. Based on this evidence they claim that self-esteem is “related to an individual
assuming the protégé role” (p. 2511).
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Liang, Lund, Desilva Mousseau, and Spencer (2016) collected data on affluent
adolescent girls based on how “youth engage with the world and how they view
themselves” (p. 850). Data pertaining to measures of self-esteem and mentoring
demonstrated that mentoring was a predictor for individuals with higher self-esteem.
There is much evidence to suggest that individuals with higher self-esteem tend to
be more motivated to participate in a mentoring relationship. As such, at USAFA it
would be valuable to know how this construct exists across the cadet population. I think
it is reasonable to believe that at USAFA cadets who report having a higher self-esteem
will also report having a greater motivation to be mentored.
Locus of control. This characteristic deals with one’s perception of the control
their behavior had leading up to the attainment or lack of attainment of a reward (Rotter,
1966). When a person perceives this attainment in terms of “luck, chance, fate, as under
the control of powerful others, or as unpredictable because of great complexity…we have
labeled this a belief in external control” (p. 1). If the attainment is perceived in terms of
one’s “own behavior…we have termed this a belief in internal control” (p. 1). Based on
this concept, Noe (1988) claimed that individuals with an internal locus of control seek
out means for improving the chance of obtaining advancement in their career, whereas
those with an external locus of control would not. His data collected on protégés in a
mentoring relationship confirmed that they had more of an internal locus of control and
that those with more of an internal locus of control placed a greater value on the
importance of the relationship.
Extending beyond Noe’s research, Turban and Dougherty (1994) hypothesized
that because “internals were more likely…to participate in developmental activities, such
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as mentoring relationships” (p. 689), they will also be more inclined to begin new
mentoring relationships when compared to “individuals who are externals” (p. 690).
Analysis of their data of 147 protégés supported their claim that protégés who rated
themselves with more of an internal locus of control also rated that more than often they
took the initiative “to find mentors in their organizations” (p. 692).
Research concerning locus of control as a motivational characteristic is limited.
Measuring this construct at USAFA will be valuable not only in adding to this limited
body of knowledge, but also to identify how locus of control is distributed within the
cadet population. It would be reasonable to believe that cadets who report having a
greater internal locus of control will also report having higher motivation to be mentored.
Protégé Effectiveness Characteristics
In order to examine the potential for effective mentoring at USAFA, this study
collected data pertaining to variables associated with protégé effectiveness. Similar to
having motivated mentors, that alone does not guarantee that protégés will be able to
receive the full spectrum of mentoring functions. As such, it is valuable to recognize the
characteristics of protégés that will afford effective mentoring relationships. The
following sections discuss gender, job involvement, career planning, and learning goal
orientation in the context of mentoring effectiveness.
Gender. It is worth exploring empirical evidence about whether or not males and
females differ when it comes to the effects of mentoring. Wilde (1991) observed that of
177 college of education graduate students, gender was not related to receiving benefits
such as mutual support and professional development. Wilde notes that these protégés
sought out their mentors because they “treated them as people rather than as women and
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men” (p. 176). This datum suggests that protégé effectiveness is a not related to protégé
gender. Clark et al. (2000) in a study of 787 individuals of which 70% were women
found evidence to suggest that no significant difference existed with regard to gender and
protégé satisfaction. Also, Koberg, Boss, and Goodman (1998) did not find evidence to
support their hypothesis that gender would differentiate between “perceived psychosocial
mentoring” (p. 61).
Another aspect of examining gender in mentoring relationships is in terms of the
dyad composition. Research is mixed regarding the effectiveness of same or mixed
gender dyads. For instance, Koberg et al. (1998) found evidence to support their
hypothesis that same gender dyads would offer more psychosocial mentoring functions.
On the other hand, a study conducted by Sosik and Godshalk (2005) on data from 217
dyads found evidence to suggest that mixed gender dyads resulted in more psychosocial
functions being served as compared to same gender dyads. In addition, Waters (2004)
did not find evidence to support the hypothesis that a mixed gender dyad would predict a
positive relationship to “protégé-mentor agreement…about the provision of psychosocial
support” (p. 519).
Scandura and Ragins (1993) advanced research in this area by examining
mentoring functions as they related to gender role orientation. Their data partially
supported their hypothesis that “Gender roles will account for more variance in
mentorship functions than biological sex” (p. 254). Where there may be little evidence in
the difference for protégé outcomes based on sex, there appears to be a difference based
on how individuals view themselves in gender categories.
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It appears that biological sex is not a predictor for protégé effectiveness. Rather,
some other latent variable related to gender identity appears to be the case. In the context
of USAFA this is significant since a majority of cadets are male. Regardless, this study
will not delve into nor measure for gender identity. As such it would not be reasonable to
believe that gender and protégé effectiveness would be related.
Job involvement and career planning. The extent to which an individual is
committed to his or her career is shown to have a significant relationship to the
effectiveness and beneficial outcomes of being engaged as a protégé in a mentoring
relationship. One aspect of this type of commitment is the extent to which a person plans
out their future and takes steps in order to foster and steer where they want it to go. By
taking action to impact their future such as participating in mentoring, individuals are
seeking means and access to support their plans. As a result, those who are more actively
involved in this planning process are also the same individuals who benefit more from
mentoring. To demonstrate this, Noe (1988) surveyed protégés to measure both their job
involvement defined as “work enthusiasm, work as an indicator of self-worth, and work
importance” (p. 465), and career planning defined as “clarity of protégés career
objectives and plans” (p. 465) as they related to the psychosocial benefits received from
being mentored. The data demonstrated a significant positive correlation between these
variables in that protégés who reported having higher levels of job involvement and
career planning also reported experiencing greater psychosocial benefits.
Related to these phenomenon, Green and Bauer (1995) surveyed protégés in a
mentoring program for their amount of affective and career commitment to a doctoral
program and a career in research. The found support for a positive relationship between
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protégés with high commitments and those who received greater career and psychosocial
benefits from their mentors.
In terms of career planning, Lunsford (2011) researched college students enrolled
in a mentoring program with faculty. Her analysis of both archival and interview data
found that students with greater “defined career interests and professional aspirations
were more likely to report greater benefits from the mentoring relationship” (p. 489). She
suggests that this may mean that some students are not ready to be protégés until they
achieve a certain level of career preparedness.
In terms of job involvement, Bozeman and Feeney (2008) in a study of 406
protégés hypothesized that “more positive mentoring outcomes will tend to be associated
with protégés who have higher work motivation” (p. 430). Data supported their
hypothesis in that there was a positive relationship between work motivation and “more
positive mentoring outcomes” (p. 440). Similar to this study, Day and Allen (2004)
found that protégés who measured higher in terms of career motivation also correlated to
receiving greater career mentoring functions.
The significance of these findings is that it appears that protégés with these two
psychological constructs reap more benefits from mentoring relationships. In essence,
they are more effective at being protégés. In the context of USAFA, it would only be
natural to believe that cadets who have been at USAFA longer would have a greater
sense of career planning simply due to having to make decisions concerning their career
as time at USAFA increases. I also think it would be reasonable to believe that the same
would be true for job involvement since remaining longer at USAFA demonstrates a
commitment and identity with the institution and culture.
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Learning goal orientation. A significant aspect of mentoring involves critique,
self-reflection and feedback on the behavior of a protégé. As such, how a protégé accepts
this developmental process and interaction with a mentor will impact the effectiveness of
the mentoring relationship. Dweck (1986) explained that some “individuals seek to
increase their competence” (p. 1040) and are learning goal oriented such that they will
“risk displays of ignorance in order to acquire skills and knowledge” (p. 1042). This
developmental mindset is summed up best by Murphy and Kram (2014) who state that
protégés “enter the relationship expecting to grow, learn, and be changed” (p. 29). They
explain that dyads of the highest quality only form when there exists an expectation of
growth and change as an outcome of the relationship. In doing so a protégé becomes
aware of imperfections in themselves and seeks measures for improvement. Kram (1985)
emphasizes this point by explaining that mentors should focus on those individuals “who
want to learn and grow, rather than those who have little interest in their own
development” (p. 44). In addition, a qualitative study conducted on former mentors by
Allen, Poteet, and Burroughs (1997) resulted in the hypothesis that a protégé’s level of
motivation to learn is critical to the amount of success achieved through the mentoring
relationship.
In order to examine this phenomena, Godshalk and Sosik (2003) test the
hypothesis that protégés with higher levels of learning goal orientation, and specifically
that which was more similar to their mentors would receive greater mentoring functions.
Their data collected from protégé and mentor dyads indicated that those dyads with the
greatest and similar learning goal orientation offered the highest levels of both career and
psychosocial functions when compared to dyads of lower and dissimilar orientations. A
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more recent study concluded that “for those individuals who did find mentors, higher
levels of learning goal orientation were related to the receipt of more career-related
mentoring…but not psychosocial mentoring” (Welsh & Wanberg, 2009, p. 261).
Similarly, cadets at the United States Military Academy who were enrolled in a
semi-formal mentoring program tailored to enhancing their leadership efficacy did so to a
greater extent if they had an orientation for negative feedback (Lester et al., 2011). It
appears that if a protégé is not willing to entertain feedback concerning his or her
behavior and learn from it, than fewer mentoring functions will be served.
The significance of these studies is that there appears to be a relationship between
the learning goal orientation of a protégé and his or her ability to receive mentoring
functions. In the context of USAFA, it would be worth knowing how this phenomenon is
distributed among cadets in order to better understand if mentoring can potentially be
valuable for them. I think it would be reasonable to believe that some cadets have more
of a learning goal orientation, and that the distribution of this characteristic can be
predicted.
Purpose
Vast evidence in the mentoring literature offers support for the ability of
mentoring relationships to yield career and psychosocial functions. What is less clear is
an understanding of who is likely to be best suited for this type of relationship in terms of
the potential for yielding the greatest spectrum of functions. Further, this lack of
understanding dwindles when taken in the context of potential USAFA permanent party
members to serve as mentors for USAFA cadet protégés.
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What is supported in terms of characteristics that relate to individuals willing to
mentor is that they tend to have a high level of generativity, empathic concern, altruism,
and have previous experience either being a protégé, mentor, or both. In terms of
individuals wanting to serve the protégé role, characteristics present themselves in
relation to having higher self-esteem, and more of an internal locus of control. In
addition, mentors who tend to deliver the greatest range of functions for their protégés
have a higher level of emotional intelligence. While protégés who are capable of
receiving the greatest range of functions tend to have higher levels of job involvement,
career planning, and learning goal orientation.
However, the literature does not address how these characteristics are related to
demographic characteristics. Nor does it discuss how a willingness to mentor or be
mentored is related to actually being a mentor or protégé. Last, the mentoring literature
lacks research which addresses the presence of a connection between mentor and protégé
effectiveness characteristics and wanting to be in a mentoring relationship or actually
being in a mentoring relationship.
In order to expand mentoring knowledge in the context of motivational and
effectiveness characteristics, and gain a better understanding of their relationship among
USAFA personnel, the following hypotheses and research questions were tested.
USAFA permanent party research questions and hypotheses. The
development of the relations of the following research questions and hypotheses emerged
from a combination of factors to include USAFA specific demographics, mentoring
literature sourced motivational and effectiveness characteristics, the desire to mentor, and
the presence of mentoring relationships. In order to visualize how these variables might
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be related, a logic model was created to visually represent how the links between these
variables would be examined. Figure 2 represents the logic model for the relations that
were examined for permanent party members. The following research questions and
hypotheses explain how variables in this logic model are connected.
Examining if demographic variables may be related to mentor motivational and
effectiveness characteristics could enable mentor program managers to better recruit and
train individuals who are primed for mentoring relationships. Doing so could increase
not only the efficiency of a mentoring program but also the effectiveness of the intended
outcomes.
Research question 1. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title,
and the mentor motivational characteristic variables of
generativity, empathic concern, altruism, and having had a mentor?
Research question 2. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title,
and the mentor effectiveness characteristic variable of emotional
intelligence?
Examining if demographic variables may be related to the desire to mentor a
cadet or actually being in a mentoring relationship could enable mentor program
managers to better understand who at USAFA is motivated to mentor and who actually is
mentoring. Doing so could aid in targeting the recruitment of individuals who are more
interested in mentoring cadets and offer a perspective on how this translates to actual
mentoring.
Research question 3. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title,
and the variable desire to mentor a cadet?
Research question 4. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title,
and the variable currently mentoring a cadet?
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Figure 2. Logic model USAFA permanent party.
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Examining if mentor effectiveness characteristics may be related to wanting to be
in a mentoring relationship could shed light into the phenomenon that these
characteristics are also related to motivation. Understanding this relationship or lack
thereof could better define the multivariate nature of motivation to mentor.
Research question 5. Does a relationship exist between the
mentor effectiveness characteristic variable of emotional
intelligence, and the variable desire to mentor a cadet?
Examining if mentor effectiveness characteristics relate to actually being in a
mentoring relationship could help explain how efficient an organization’s mentoring
program or culture is. Understanding this relationship could allow an organization to
better gauge the quality of mentoring occurring in their organization and if there is a
potential for that quality to be improved.
Research question 6. Does a relationship exist between the
mentor effectiveness characteristic variable of emotional
intelligence, and the variable currently mentoring a cadet?
Examining if wanting to be in a mentoring relationship may be related to actually
being in a mentoring relationship could help explain the presence of internal/external
barriers to entering one. I would seem intuitive that if someone wants to be in a
mentoring relationship then they would be in a relationship. However, if this is not the
case it would be valuable to have insight as to what might be restricting this motivation.
Research question 7. Does a relationship exist between the
variable desire to mentor a cadet, and the variable currently
mentoring a cadet?
The relationship between age and motivation to give back to the next generation
in order to satisfy the generative need is well supported. As such, it would be expected
that a similar relationship exists at USAFA.
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Hypothesis 1. There is a significant positive relationship between
the demographic variable age, and the mentor motivational
characteristic of generativity.
The characteristics of generativity, empathic concern, altruism, and having had a
mentor have been shown to be related to both the desire to mentor and actually
mentoring. It would be consistent with mentoring research if these mentor motivational
characteristics are shown to be at higher levels for individuals at USAFA who also
demonstrate a greater desire to mentor and are in a mentoring relationship.
Hypothesis 2. There is a significant positive relationship between
the mentor motivational characteristic variables of generativity,
empathic concern, altruism, and having had a mentor, and the
variable desire to mentor a cadet.
Hypothesis 3. There is a significant positive relationship between
the mentor motivational characteristic variables of generativity,
empathic concern, altruism, and having had a mentor, and the
variable currently mentoring a cadet.
USAFA cadet research questions and hypotheses. The development of the
relations of the following research questions and hypotheses emerged from a combination
of factors to include USAFA specific demographics, mentoring literature sourced
motivational and effectiveness characteristics, the desire to be mentored, and the presence
of mentoring relationships. In order to visualize how these variables might be related, a
logic model was created to visually represent how the links between these variables
would be examined. Figure 3 represents the logic model for the relations that were
examined for cadets. The following research questions and hypotheses explain how
variables in this logic model are connected.
Examining if demographic variables may be related to cadet motivation and
effectiveness characteristics could enable mentor program managers to better recruit and
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Figure 3. Logic model USAFA cadet.
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train individuals who are primed for mentoring relationships. Doing so could increase
not only the efficiency of a mentoring program but also the effectiveness of the intended
outcomes.
Research question 1. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic
background, and the protégé motivational characteristic variables
of self-esteem, and locus of control?
Research question 2. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic
background, and the protégé effectiveness characteristic variables
of job involvement, career planning, and learning goal orientation?
Examining if demographic variables may be related to a cadet’s desire to be
mentored or actually being in a mentoring relationship could enable mentor program
managers to better understand which cadets are motivated to be mentored and which ones
are being mentored. Doing so could aid in targeting the recruitment of individuals who
are more interested in being mentored and offer a perspective on how this translates to
actual mentoring.
Research question 3. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic
background, and the variable desire to be mentored?
Research question 4. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic
background, and the variable currently being mentored?
Examining if mentoring effectiveness characteristics may be related to wanting to
be in a mentoring relationship could shed light into the phenomenon that these
characteristics are also related to motivation. Understanding this relationship or lack
thereof could better define the multivariate nature of motivation to mentor.
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Research question 5. Does a relationship exist between the
protégé effectiveness characteristic variables of job involvement,
career planning, and learning goal orientation, and the variable
wanting to be mentored?
Examining if mentoring effectiveness characteristics relate to actually being in a
mentoring relationship could help explain how efficient an organization’s mentoring
program or culture is. Understanding this relationship could allow an organization to
better gauge the quality of mentoring occurring in their organization and if there is a
potential for that quality to be improved.
Research question 6. Does a relationship exist between the
protégé effectiveness characteristic variables of job involvement,
career planning, and learning goal orientation, and the variable
currently being mentored?
Examining if wanting to be in a mentoring relationship may be related to actually
being in a mentoring relationship could help explain the presence of internal/external
barriers to entering one. I would see intuitive that if someone wants to be in a mentoring
relationship then they would be in a relationship. However, if this is not the case it would
be valuable to have insight as to what might be restricting this motivation.
Research question 7. Does a relationship exist between the
variable wanting to be mentored and the variable currently being
mentored?
The characteristics of self-esteem and locus of control have been shown to be
related to both the desire to be mentored and actually being mentored. It would be
consistent with mentoring research if these protégé motivational characteristics are shown
to be at higher levels for individuals at USAFA who also demonstrate a greater desire to
be mentored and are being mentored more.
Hypothesis 1. There is a significant positive relationship between
the protégé motivational characteristic variables of self-esteem,
and locus of control, and the variable wanting to be mentored.
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Hypothesis 2. There is a significant positive relationship between
the protégé motivational characteristic variables of self-esteem,
and locus of control, and the variable currently being mentored.

56

Chapter 2: Methods
Design
This research was a survey based study that utilized a between-groups approach in
which variation or lack thereof was analyzed from participant responses at a single point
in time. Data collected for this research were used to test both bivariate and multivariate
research questions and hypotheses to determine if a relation existed between variables
and to what extent variance could be predicted. This was conducted through both
correlation and regression statistical analysis.
In addition, open-ended write in responses were provided on the importance of
mentoring, reasons that either helped or prevented mentoring, opinion concerning the
culture of mentoring at USAFA, and how participants thought the mentoring culture at
USAFA could be improved. These responses were analyzed for content by deductively
distilling “words into fewer content-related categories” (Elo and Kyngäs, 2007, p. 108) of
similar meaning.
Sampling
This research involved surveying two populations that existed at USAFA. The
first population was comprised of individuals who were employed by one of three
mission elements of USAFA which include the Director of Athletics (AD population:
approximately 150 individuals, 117 male, 32 female, 1 enlisted, 41 officer, 108 civilian),
Commandant of Cadets (CW) who is responsible for military training (CW population:
approximately 207 individuals, 149 male, 58 female, 82 enlisted, 98 officer, 27 civilian),
and Dean of Faculty (DF population: approximately 656 individuals, 487 male, 169
female, 12 enlisted, 362 officer, 282 civilian). At USAFA, these faculty and

57

administrative personnel are referred to as permanent party members. Classifications
within this population included military members, civilian members, and contractor
members. Occupations of these individuals included athletic, military, and academic
instructors/professors, athletic coaches/trainers/recruiters, administrative leaders,
executive assistants, and building facility managers.
The second population was comprised of individuals who were enrolled at
USAFA as cadets in the graduating class years of 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020;
approximately 4,000 individuals. Cadets in their freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior
year at USAFA are called Fourth, Third, Second, and First Class cadets respectively. See
Appendix A, B, C, and D for demographic information of the graduating classes of 2017,
2018, 2019, and 2020 respectively. One thousand of these cadets were randomly
sampled for participation in this study.
Protection of Human Rights, Welfare, and Anonymity
In order to ensure the protection of the rights and welfare of the participants,
required training through the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative program was
completed by the investigator prior to survey administration (see Appendix E). Informed
consent was requested of the permanent party and cadet participants in the form of an
informed consent or agree to participate statement at the beginning of each survey (see
Appendix F and G). Anonymity of the participants was ensured by selecting the
“Anonymous Responses On” web link option in SurveyMonkey which ensured “survey
results will not include the IP address of each respondent” (see Appendix H). As such,
neither the researcher nor anyone else knew who submitted data. There were no known
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risks associated with this research, however participants were slightly inconvenienced by
volunteering approximately 5-10 minutes of their time to complete the survey.
Emancipated adults. In order to be admitted as a cadet, a person must be “at
least 17 but not past your 23rd birthday by July 1 of the year you enter the Academy”
(USAFA, 2016, p.1). As a result, “every year, a few fourthclassmen enter USAFA who
are not yet 18. Since cadets are considered active duty personnel when they take the oath
of office at the beginning of their cadet career, cadets are considered emancipated minors
and are allowed to be treated as adults in all Academy activities, to include human subject
research” (Air Force Instruction 40-402 USAFA Supplement, 2016, p. 40).
Approval process. Approval to conduct this research was granted by the
University of Missouri—St. Louis Institutional Review Board (see Appendix I). As
required by Headquarters USAFA, approval was granted by the USAFA mission element
commanders of AD, CW, and DF (see Appendix J, K, and L), and a permission memo
was granted by the Authorized Institutional Official (AIO) (see Appendix M). Survey
control number USAFA SCN 17-01, with an expiration on 12 August, 2017, was
assigned to the survey that was administered to cadets (see Appendix N). Survey control
number USAFA SCN 17-01-PP, with an expiration on 2 December, 2017, was assigned
to the survey that was administered to permanent party members (see Appendix O). All
data were collected prior to those expiration dates. As required by the Department of the
Air Force, approval was sought and granted by the Human Research Protection Official
(see Appendix P).

59

Measures
In order to collect data on two unique populations, this research utilized two
unique surveys. One survey was administered to USAFA permanent party members who
worked in AD, CW, and DF. The other survey was administered to USAFA cadets. A
detailed description of each survey is given below.
USAFA permanent party (AD, CW, and DF only) survey. The survey titled
USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) (see Appendix F) is the instrument that
was used to collect data from permanent party members of USAFA who worked in AD,
CW, and DF. The survey was designed to require that each item have a response in order
for the participant to proceed with the survey. When participants attempted to proceed
without selecting a response, they were prompted with the following statement “This
question requires an answer”. By mistake this feature was not activated for the informed
consent page which resulted in 6 participants clicking the “Next” button without clicking
the “Begin Research Survey” button.
First, participants were asked to give consent for participating in this survey by
selecting “Begin Research Survey”. Then they were asked to provide a response to four
demographic questions which included: gender (Male, Female), age (in a text box),
mission element (AD, CW, or DF), and title (Enlisted, Officer, Officer [former enlisted],
Civilian, Civilian [former enlisted], Civilian [former officer], Civilian [former enlisted
and officer], Contractor, Contractor [former enlisted], Contractor [former officer], or
Contractor [former enlisted and officer]).
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Next, participants were asked to provide a response to each item from each of the
following scales. These scales were selected for their psychometric quality and their
relevance to and consistency with the referenced literature, and research questions.
Loyola generativity scale (LGS). The LGS is “a 20-item self-report scale…which
primarily assesses individual differences in generative concern” (McAdams & de St.
Aubin, 1992, p. 1006), and measured the need to guide next generations (e.g., “I try to
pass along the knowledge I have gained through my experiences). Items were rated on a
4-point scale from 0-3 as follows: “Never”, “Only occasionally or seldom”, “Fairly
often”, and “Very often”. Items 2, 5, 9, 13, 14, and 15 were scored in reverse. Higher
scores indicated individuals that were more generative. McAdams and de St. Aubin
reported acceptable internal consistency of this scale, Cronbach’s alpha = .83.
Empathic concern scale (ECS). This scale “inquires about respondents' feelings
of warmth, compassion, and concern for others” (Davis, 1980, p. 2), known as the
empathic concern of an individual (e.g., “When I see someone being taken advantage of,
I feel kind of protective toward them”). These 7-items are rated on a 5 point Likert scale
anchored on one end with 0 meaning “Does not describe me well” to 4 meaning
“Describes me very well”. Items 2, 4, and 5 were scored in reverse. Higher scores
indicate individuals that have more empathic concern. Davis reports acceptable internal
consistency of this scale, Cronbach’s alpha = .70.
Self-report altruism scale (SAS). This scale has 20-items and measures the
extent to which “some people are consistently more generous, helping and kind than
others” (Rushton, Chrisjohn, & Fekken, 1981, p. 296), or their ability to be altruistic
(e.g., “I have given money to a charity). These items ask the respondent to indicate the
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frequency with which they have carried out 20 acts by selecting either “Never”, “Once”,
“More than once”, “Often”, or “Very often” and are scored 1-5. Higher scores indicate
that individuals are more altruistic. Rushton et al. reported acceptable internal
consistency, Cronbach’s alpha = .83.
Emotional intelligence scale (EIS). This scale uses four 4-item subscales: SelfEmotion Appraisal (SEA) (e.g., “I really understand what I feel”); Other’s Emotion
Appraisal (OEA) (e.g., “I am a good observer of other’s emotions”); Regulation of
Emotion (ROE) (e.g., “I have good control of my own emotions”); Use of Emotion
(UOE) (e.g., “I always tell myself I am a competent person”) (Wong & Law, 2002). The
EIS uses a 7-point Likert scale anchored on one end with 1 meaning “Strongly agree” to
7 meaning “Strongly disagree”. Higher scores indicate individuals with lower emotional
intelligence. Wong and Law reported adequate internal consistency, Cronbach’s alpha =
.86 (SEA), .82 (OEA), .79 (ROE), and .85 (UOE).
Mentoring at USAFA. The next section of the survey pertained to mentoring at
USAFA. Participants were provided a definition of mentoring and asked to indicate their
level of agreement with a statement concerning their desire to mentor a USAFA cadet
(e.g., “I want to mentor a USAFA cadet”), and with exploratory items concerning the
importance of mentoring (e.g., “Mentoring helps cadets develop as leaders of character”),
to include the option of adding other reasons in a text box. These items (except the text
box) were rated on a 5-point scale from “Disagree” to “Agree”. Participants were then
asked if they have ever had a mentor (Yes or No) and if they were currently mentoring a
USAFA cadet (Yes or No). Of note, software logic built into this item directed
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participants to one of two different sets of questions based on their response to the
currently mentoring question.
Participants who selected “Yes” to currently mentoring a USAFA cadet were then
asked to indicate their level of agreement with exploratory items pertaining to currently
mentoring (e.g., “I was paired/matched with a cadet through a formal mentoring
program”), to include the option of adding other reasons in a text box. These items
(except the text box) were rated on a 5-point scale from “Disagree” to “Agree”.
Participants who selected “No” to currently mentoring a USAFA cadet were then
asked to indicate their level of agreement with exploratory items pertaining to currently
not mentoring (e.g., “USAFA has encouraged me to mentor cadets”), to include the
option of adding other reasons in a text box. These items (except the text box) were rated
on a 5-point scale from “Disagree” to “Agree”.
Last, participants were required to answer two exploratory open-ended questions
pertaining to their opinions on USAFA as a mentoring culture, and how mentoring should
be improved at USAFA. Of note, software required that these text boxes had an answer
in them in order to proceed with the survey. When participants attempted to proceed
without answering, they were prompted with the following statement “I am extremely
interested in your opinions/thoughts concerning mentoring at USAFA, please help me by
providing something...even stating ’Nothing to offer‘ is of value”.
USAFA cadet survey. The survey titled USAFA Cadets (see Appendix G) was
the instrument used to collect data from cadets at USAFA. Of note, software required
that each item had a response in order to proceed with the survey. When participants

63

attempted to proceed without selecting a response, they were prompted with the
following statement “This question requires an answer.”
First, participants were asked to give consent for participating in the survey.
Verbiage and logic used on this page was required by USAFA’s institutional research
office (see Appendix Q). Then participants were asked to provide a response to six
demographic questions which included: gender (Male, Female), age (in a text box), class
year (2017, 2018, 2019, or 2020), cadet squadron (1-40), and racial/ethnic background
(African American, Asian American, Caucasian or White, Hispanic, Native American,
Pacific Islander). Of note, USAFA’s office of institutional research required that
identification of the cadet’s squadron be collected in this survey.
Next, participants were asked to provide a response to the following scales.
These scales were selected for their psychometric quality, relevance to and consistency
with the referenced literature, and research questions.
Single item self-esteem scale (SISES). The SISES “is a reliable and valid
measure of global self-worth” (Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001, p. 151), and
measures self-esteem by asking one item (e.g., “I have high self-esteem”). This item is
rated on a 5-point Likert scale that is anchored on one end with 1 meaning “Not very true
of me” to 5 meaning “Very true of me.” A higher score indicates individuals with higher
self-esteem. Robins et al. reported adequate internal consistency, Heise estimate = .75.
Note, since this is a single item scale, a Cronbach’s alpha cannot be calculated. As such,
the authors calculated a reliability estimate using a procedure developed by Heise (1969).
In addition, the authors also used the Heise calculation to determine the reliability of the
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES) which was used in developing the SISES. This
yielded a Heise estimate of the RSES identical to its Cronbach’s alpha.
Locus of control scale (LOCS). The LOCS is a subscale of the Spheres of
Control model that uses 10 items to measure an individual’s level of perceived “control
with the nonsocial environment in situations of personal achievement” (Paulhus, 1983, p.
1254). Items pertain to the amount of internal control a person has (e.g., “When I get
what I want it’s usually because I worked hard for it”). Items are rated on a 7-point
Likert scale that is anchored on one end with 1 meaning “Disagree” to 7 meaning
“Agree.” Items 3, 6, 7, 8, and 10 were scored in reverse. Higher scores indicate
individuals with more of an internal locus of control. Paulus reported adequate internal
consistency, Cronbach’s alpha = .75.
Job involvement scale (JIS). This scale measures “the degree to which a person
is identified psychologically with his work, or the importance of work in his total selfimage” (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965, p. 24), and how involved they are with it (e.g., “The
major satisfaction in my life comes from my job”). Lodahl and Kejner created this 6item scale as a shortened version of their 20-item scale. Items were rated on a 4-point
Likert scale that was anchored with “Strongly agree” to “Strongly disagree” and was
scored 1-4 respectively. Item 6 was scored in reverse. Higher scores indicated
individuals with lower job involvement. The authors reported an internal consistency of
.73 and that “correlation between the 6-item total and 20-item total is .87. With about
76% of the variance in the 20-item total accounted for in the 6 items, it would seem
reasonable to substitute the 6-item scale where space is at a premium” (p. 30).
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Career planning scale (CPS). This 6-item measure assesses the characteristic of
having a career plan strategy (e.g., “I have a plan for my career”) (Gould, 1979). The
CPS consists of a 6-point Likert scale anchored on one end with 1 meaning “Strongly
agree” and 6 meaning “Strongly disagree”. Items 1, 5, and 6 were scored in reverse.
Higher scores indicate individuals with more career planning strategy. Gould reports
adequate internal consistency of this scale, Cronbach’s alpha = .80.
Internal reliability scale (IRS). USAFA’s office of institutional research requires
that all cadet surveys include items designed to gauge the response reliability of each
participant. This item was meant to ensure that cadets were paying attention to the
survey and not merely blindly filling it out. As such, an item was included which stated
“Please do not answer this item, it is for structural purposes only.” The response (those
who did versus those who did not answer the item) of this item was used by USAFA to
determine if a participants did or did not take the survey in a serious manner.
Learning goal orientation scale (LGOS). This 8-item scale measures the level of
an individual’s need to “understand something new or to increase their level of
competence in a given activity” (Button & Mathieu, 1996, p. 26) (e.g., “The opportunity
to learn new things is important to me”). It uses a 7-pont Likert scale anchored on one
end with 1 meaning “Strongly disagree” and 7 meaning “Strongly agree.” Higher scores
indicate “a strong desire to perform challenging work, learn new skills, and develop
alternative strategies when working on a difficult task” (p. 32). Button and Mathieu
reported adequate internal consistency of this scale, Cronbach’s alpha = .79.
Mentoring at USAFA. The next section of the survey pertained to mentoring at
USAFA. Participants were provided with a definition of mentoring and asked to indicate
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their level of agreement with a statement concerning their desire to be mentored by a
USAFA permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF (e.g., “I want to
be mentored by a USAFA permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or
DF”), and with exploratory items concerning the importance of being mentored by such a
person (e.g., “Mentoring helps me develop as a leader of character”), to include the
option of adding other reasons in a text box. These items (except the text box) were rated
on a 5-point scale from “Disagree” to “Agree.” Participants were then asked if they were
currently being mentored by a USAFA permanent party member who works in either
AD, CW, or DF (Yes or No). Software logic built into this item directed participants to
one of two different sets of questions based on their responses.
Participants who selected “Yes” to currently being mentored by a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF were then asked to
indicate their level of agreement with exploratory items pertaining to currently being
mentored (e.g., “I was paired/matched with a USAFA permanent party member who
works in either AD, CW, or DF through a formal mentoring program”), to include the
option of adding other reasons in a text box. These items (except the text box) were rated
on a 5-point scale from “Disagree” to “Agree”.
Participants who selected “No” to currently being mentored by a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF were then asked to
indicate their level of agreement with exploratory items pertaining to currently not being
mentored (e.g., “USAFA has encouraged me to become a protégé of a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF”), to include the option of
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adding other reasons in a text box. These items (except the text box) were rated on a 5point scale from “Disagree” to “Agree.”
Last, participants were required to answer two exploratory open-ended questions
pertaining to their opinions on USAFA as a mentoring culture, and how mentoring should
be improved at USAFA. Software required that these text boxes had an answer in them
in order to proceed with the survey. When participants attempted to proceed without
answering, they were prompted with the following statement “I am extremely interested
in your opinions/thoughts concerning mentoring at USAFA, please help me by providing
something...even stating ‘Nothing to offer’ is of value.”
Procedures
To collect data on permanent party members, an email was sent by each mission
element (AD, CW, and DF) commander’s executive officer to all the permanent party
members within their mission element. This email requested permanent party members
with the mission element to voluntarily access a survey via a SurveyMonkey link that
was provided. All permanent party members solicited were eligible to take the survey.
Due to the constant outflow and inflow of permanent party members out of and into
mission elements, some personnel solicited may not have been available to participate,
and some personnel may have been excluded from solicitation. Solicitation emails were
distributed on 5 December, 2016 for all participants (see Appendix R, S, and T). The
investigator was told a follow up reminder email was sent by the AD executive officer on
13 December, 2016. A follow up reminder email was sent by the CW executive officer
on 15 December, 2016, and by the DF executive officer on 14 December, 2016.
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Responses were collected and maintained by the SurveyMonkey account of the
investigator.
To collect data on USAFA cadets, 1,000 cadets were randomly selected and
solicited through the Headquarters USAFA Dedicated Survey & Assessment Time
(DSAT) process. All cadets solicited were eligible to take the survey. DSAT solicited
participants via an email with a link to the survey on 14 October, 2016 (see Appendix U).
A follow up reminder email was sent on 21 October, 2016. Responses were collected
and maintained by the SurveyMonkey account of the investigator.
Analysis Design
In order to analyze the research questions and hypotheses of this study,
descriptive, correlation, and regression statistics were utilized. Descriptive statistics were
used to describe the number of participants, minimum and maximum scores, mean
scores, and standard deviation of the collected variables. In addition, content analysis
was used in order to analyze participant’s qualitative write-in responses.
Research questions and hypotheses involving dichotomous or continuous
variables were analyzed using the Pearson r correlation statistic. An example of a
dichotomous variable is gender (male or female) and an example of a continuous variable
is locus of control or the desire to be mentored item (ranged from 1-5).
Next, an ANOVA or MANOVA statistic was used to determine if there were
group differences that existed between the categorical variables of gender, age, class
year, racial/ethnic background, mission element, and title, and the continuous variables of
self-esteem, locus of control, job involvement, career planning, learning goal orientation,
the desire to be mentored, generativity, empathic concern, altruism, emotional
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intelligence, and the desire to mentor. An example of a categorical variable is class year
(2017, 2018, 2019, 2020).
Last, a regression statistic was used to determine the predictive power of the
individual continuous variables of self-esteem, locus of control, job involvement, career
planning, learning goal orientation, generativity, empathic concern, altruism, and
emotional intelligence in terms of their effect on the dichotomous or continuous variables
of the desire to be a mentor/mentored and currently being a mentor/mentored. Of note,
logistical regression was used when the variable was dichotomous such as the item
currently being mentored (yes or no).
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Chapter 3: Results
Two sets of data were collected for this research, one set was collected from
USAFA permanent party member (faculty and administrative personnel) participants, and
one set was collected from USAFA cadet participants. Data were collected using the
investigator’s SurveyMonkey account and exported into Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) version 23 software. SPSS was used to examine, clean, and analyze
these two data sets.
The next two sections begin by explaining how each data set was organized and
prepared for analysis. Then descriptive statistics for these quantitative data are provided.
Next, each research question and hypothesis is analyzed. This analysis begins with a
restatement of each research question or hypothesis, followed by relevant statistical
analysis with an explanation of how each statistic was utilized and what it indicates.
Each data set’s logic model which explains how the variables are logically linked can be
seen in Figure 2 and 3 (page 50 and 53).
Last, in addition to the data that were collected for the purpose of inventorying
mentor motivational and effectiveness characteristics, quantitative and qualitative
exploratory data was also collected. An analysis of this data, which pertained to the
importance of mentoring, what enabled or prevented mentoring, and opinions concerning
the culture and how mentoring at USAFA could be improved is provided.
USAFA Permanent Party Survey Data Set
This data set was collected between 5 Dec 2016 and 9 January 2017. Two
hundred twenty-two permanent party members accessed the survey, 62 of which did not
complete it and were not included. Participant #81 (SurveyMonkey numbering
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convention) only completed the survey through question 9 and thus was not included
since no information concerning mentoring at USAFA was provided. Four participants
(2 who were and 2 who were not mentoring a cadet) only completed the survey through
question 13 and thus were included since they provided some information concerning
mentoring at USAFA. In total, 159 participant responses are included in this data set.
Some age information had to be cleaned in order to ensure consistent data across
all participants. One participant wrote “1” which was deleted and left blank, and one
wrote “forty-th” which was changed to “43”. Therefore, there are a total of 158
responses to the age question and one that is blank.
Descriptive statistics. This data set is comprised of 105 (66%) male (coded 1)
and 54 (34%) female (coded 2) participants from three mission elements: Director of
Athletics (AD) (coded 1) = 36 (23%), Commandant of Cadets (CW) (coded 2) = 67
(42%), and Dean of Faculty (DF) (coded 3) = 56 (35%).
The number of participants, minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation
results for age are displayed in Table 1. In addition, a categorical variable “AgeCat” was
created and categorized by decade such that a participant who indicated an age of 25 was
categorized in the age category 20-29. Category participation was as follows: 20-29 =
19 (coded 2), 30-39 = 61 (coded 3), 40-49 = 44 (coded 4), 50-59 = 25 (coded 5), and 6069 = 9 (coded 6). Of note, only one participant indicated an age in the 70-79 decade
category (actual age is 70) and thus was included in the 60-69 decade category so as to
not have a single data point for the 70-79 decade category.
Title selection was as follows: Enlisted = 21 (13%) (coded 1), Officer = 83 (52%)
(coded 2), Officer (former enlisted) = 6 (4%) (coded 2), Civilian = 24 (15%) (coded 3),
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Civilian (former enlisted) = 4 (3%) (coded 3), Civilian (former officer) = 15 (9%) (coded
3), Civilian (former enlisted and officer) = 4 (3%) (coded 3), Contractor = 1 (0.5%)
(coded 3), and Contractor (former enlisted) = 1 (0.5%) (coded 3). A categorical variable
“TitleCat” was created and categorized by either enlisted (coded 1), officer (coded 2), or
civilian/contractor (coded 3) based on primary title in order create more equal size groups
for comparison. For instance, a participant who selected Civilian (former officer) was
categorized as an officer. Category participation was as follows: enlisted = 21, officer =
89, and civilian/contractor = 49.
One hundred twenty-nine (81%) participants indicated that they had had (coded 1)
a mentor in a professional setting, and 30 (19%) had not (coded 2). 91 (57%) participants
indicated that they were currently mentoring a cadet (coded 1), and 68 (43%) were not
(coded 2).
In order to create a variable for the scales with multiple items, first reverse scored
items had to be reversed. As such, items 2, 5, 9, 13, 14, and 15 of the Loyola generativity
scale, and items 2, 4, and 5 of the empathic concern scale were reversed. These two
scales along with the self-report altruism scale and emotional intelligence scale were then
summed to create a variable for each scale.
The number of participants, minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation
results for the Loyola Generativity Scale (LGS) (higher score means more generative),
Empathic Concern Scale (ECS) (higher score means more empathic concern), Self-report
Altruism Scale (SAS) (higher score means more altruistic), Emotional Intelligence Scale
(EIS) (lower score means more emotionally intelligent), and the item desire to mentor
(higher score means more agreement) are displayed in Table 1.
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Table 1. Permanent party survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev for
items age, LGS, ECS, SAS, EIS, and desire to mentor.
N = 159 (age N = 158)
Min
Max
Mean
Std Dev
Age
22
70
41.18
10.30
LGS

17

58

43.52

8.44

ECS

2

28

20.35

4.95

SAS

38

99

68.30

11.38

EIS

16

111

46.84

24.12

Desire to mentor

1

5

4.50

0.90

This sample had a mean age of 41.18 years. The mean LGS was 43.52, which for
a possible range of 0-60 (midpoint = 40) reflects a sample of individuals who are more
generative than not. In comparison, when McAdams and de St. Aubin (1992) constructed
this scale with a sample that “consisted of 149 adults (66 men and 83 women) ranging in
age from 19 to 68 years (M = 32.7 years)” (p. 1006) they found a mean score of 41.
The mean ECS was 20.35, which for a possible range of 0-28 (midpoint = 14)
reflects a sample of individuals who have more empathic concern than not. This appears
to be a normal mean and consistent with Davis (1980) who constructed this scale using a
sample of roughly 400 college students that had a mean score of 20.
The mean SAS was 68, which for a possible range of 20-100 (midpoint = 60)
reflects a sample of individuals who are more altruistic than not. This appears to be a
higher than normal mean when compared to five means collected by Rushton et al.
(1981) which ranged from 52-57.
The mean EIS was 47, which for a possible range of 16-112 (midpoint = 64)
reflects a sample of individuals who are more emotionally intelligent than not (lower
score means more emotionally intelligent).
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The mean score for the desire to mentor item was 4.5, which for a possible range
of 1-5 (midpoint = 3) reflects a sample of individuals who very much agree that they
want to mentor a cadet.
Analysis for research question 1. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title, and the mentor
motivational characteristic variables of generativity, empathic concern, altruism, and
having had a mentor? Note, all analysis involving age was analyzed using the variable
AgeCat, and title using the variable TitleCat unless otherwise specified.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant positive relation (r = .278)
existed between gender and empathic concern indicating that as gender varied from male
to female empathic concern increased. Also, a significant positive relation (r = .162)
existed between AgeCat and empathic concern indicating that as AgeCat increased so did
empathic concern (see Table 2).
A MANOVA was calculated with gender (male/female), AgeCat (20-29/3039/40-49/50-59/60-69), mission element (AD/CW/DF), and TitleCat
(Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and Contractor) as the independent variables, and with
generativity, empathic concern, and altruism as the dependent variables. Using Wilks’
Lambda as the criterion, the composite dependent variate was significantly affected by
gender only, Wilks’ Lambda = .919, F(3, 114) = 3.34, p < .05.
Univariate ANOVAs were calculated on each dependent measure separately to
determine locus of the significant multivariate effect. The only significant univariate
effect was associated with empathic concern, F(1, 116) = 8.62, p < .05, η2 = .069; male
participants scored lower
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-.031
.695
.278**
.000

Pearson

Sig

Pearson

Sig

-.006
.936
-.119
.135
-.240**
.002
.024
.761

Pearson

Sig

Pearson

Sig

Pearson

Sig

Pearson

Sig

.389

.654

Sig

Sig

-.036

Pearson

.069

-

Sig

Pearson

1

Pearson

Gender

.171

.110

.378

-.071

.677

-.033

.757

.025

.071

.144

.042

.162*

.121

.124

-

1

.654

-.036

AgeCat

.000

-.305**

.000

.372**

.005

-.222**

.357

-.074

.000

.563**

.000

.310**

-

1

.121

.124

.695

-.031

LGS

.594

-.043

.995

.000

.052

-.154

.340

-.076

.000

.417**

-

1

.000

.310**

.042

.162*

.000

.278**

ECS

.003

-.233**

.058

.151

.049

-.156*

.061

-.149

-

1

.000

.417**

.000

.563**

.071

.144

.389

.069

SAS

.089

.135

.252

-.091

.385

.069

-

1

.061

-.149

.340

-.076

.357

-.074

.757

.025

.936

-.006

Having had
a mentor

.338

.077

.769

.024

-

1

.385

.069

.049

-.156*

.052

-.154

.005

-.222**

.677

-.033

.135

-.119

EIS

.000

-.329**

-

1

.769

.024

.252

-.091

.058

.151

.995

.000

.000

.372**

.378

-.071

.002

-.240**

Desire to
mentor

-

1

.000

-.329**

.338

.077

.089

.135

.003

-.233**

.594

-.043

.000

-.305**

.171

.110

.761

.024

Currently
mentoring

*p < .05, two-tailed. **p < .01, two-tailed. Gender: 1 = Male, 2 = Female. AgeCat: 2 = 20-29, 3 = 30-39, 4 = 40-49, 5 = 50-59, 6 = 60-69. LGS =
Loyola Generativity Scale. ECS = Empathic Concern Scale. SAS = Self-report Altruism Scale. Having had a mentor: 1 = Yes, 2 = No. EIS =
Emotional Intelligence Scale. Desire to mentor: 1-5. Currently mentoring: 1 = Yes, 2 = No

Currently
mentoring

Desire to
mentor

EIS
(α=.97)

Having
had a
mentor

SAS
(α=.88)

ECS
(α=.83)

LGS
(α=.86)

AgeCat

Gender

N = 159, except for
Age (158)

Table 2.
Permanent party survey Pearson r correlation matrix.

on empathic concern [M = 19.36, SD = 5.08] than female participants [M = 22.26, SD =
4.08,].
In addition, a logistic regression was calculated with gender (male/female),
AgeCat (20-29/30-39/40-49/50-59/60-69), mission element (AD/CW/DF), and TitleCat
(Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and Contractor) as the independent variables, and with the item
having had a mentor as the dependent variable. This did not yield a model with
significant effects.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a weak relation between
age and empathic concern in that older participants had more empathic concern. Also, a
strong relation existed between participant gender and empathic concern in that female
participants had more empathic concern than male participants.
Analysis for research question 2. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title, and the mentor
effectiveness characteristic variable of emotional intelligence?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant relation did not exist (see Table
2). In addition, separate ANOVAs were calculated with gender (male/female), AgeCat
(20-29/30-39/40-49/50-59/60-69), mission element (AD/CW/DF), and TitleCat
(Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and Contractor) as the independent variable, and with
emotional intelligence as the dependent variable. The dependent variable was not
significantly affected.
In order to further analyze emotional intelligence, Pearson’s r correlation and
separate ANOVAs were conducted between the demographic variables and each
emotional intelligence subscale: Self-Emotion Appraisal (SEA), Other’s Emotion

77

Appraisal (OEA), Regulation of Emotion (ROE), and Use of Emotion (UOE). There
were two significant results.
First, Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = .183) only existed between gender and OEA indicating that as gender varied from male to
female OEA decreased (become more intelligent). An ANOVA was calculated with
gender (male/female) as the independent variable, and with OEA as the dependent
variable. This resulted in a significant mean difference between gender and OEA such
that female participants [M = 11.23, SD = 6.03] had a lower OEA score than male
participants [M = 13.58, SD = 5.80] meaning they had higher emotional intelligence in
terms of appraising other’s emotions.
Second, an ANOVA was calculated with AgeCat (20-29/30-39/40-49/50-59/6069) as the independent variable, and with ROE as the dependent variable. This resulted
in a significant mean difference between AgeCat and ROE such that AgeCat 20-29 [M =
8.00, SD = 5.73] had a lower ROE score than AgeCat 60-69 [M = 10.89, SD = 5.95], 5059 [M = 11.28, SD = 4.96], 40-49 [M = 12.57, SD = 6.73], and 30-30 [M = 13.61, SD =
6.30] respectively meaning they had higher emotional intelligence in terms of regulation
of emotion. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of these groups indicated that only AgeCat
20-29 had a statistically lower (more intelligent) ROE mean score than AgeCat 30-39.
A MANOVA was calculated with gender (male/female), AgeCat (20-29/3039/40-49/50-59/60-69), mission element (AD/CW/DF), and TitleCat
(Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and Contractor) as the independent variables, and with SEA,
OEA, ROE, and UOE as the dependent variables. The composite dependent variate was
not significantly affected.
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This analysis does not offer evidence to support the presence of a relation
between demographics and the emotional intelligence scale. However it does between
demographics and the emotional intelligence subscales. Female participants indicated a
better appraisal of other’s emotions. Participants in their 20’s indicated more ability to
regulate their emotions compared to those in their 60’s, 50’s, 40’s, and 30’s respectively.
Analysis for research question 3. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title, and the variable desire
to mentor a cadet?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.240) only
existed between gender and the desire to mentor indicating that as gender varied from
male to female the desire to mentor decreased (see Table 2).
An ANOVA was calculated with gender (male/female) as the independent
variable, and with the desire to mentor item as the dependent variable. This resulted in a
significant mean difference between gender and the desire to mentor such that male
participants [M = 4.66, SD = 0.69] had a higher desire to mentor than female participants
[M = 4.20, SD = 1.16].
An ANOVA was calculated with AgeCat (20-29/30-39/40-49/50-59/60-69) as the
independent variable, and with the desire to mentor item as the dependent variable. This
resulted in a significant test of homogeneity of variance and thus was rejected.
An ANOVA was calculated with mission element (AD/CW/DF) as the
independent variable, and with the desire to mentor item as the dependent variable. The
dependent variable was not significantly affected.
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An ANOVA was calculated with TitleCat (Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and
Contractor) as the independent variable, and with the desire to mentor item as the
dependent variable. This resulted in a significant test of homogeneity of variance and
thus was rejected.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between gender
and the desire to mentor a cadet in that male participants wanted to mentor cadets more
than female participants.
Analysis for research question 4. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, age, mission element, and title, and the variable
currently mentoring a cadet?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant relation did not exist (see Table
2). An ANOVA was calculated with gender (male/female) as the independent variable,
and with the currently mentoring item as the dependent variable. The dependent variable
was not significantly affected.
An ANOVA was calculated with AgeCat (20-29/30-39/40-49/50-59/60-69) as the
independent variable, and with the currently mentoring item as the dependent variable.
This resulted in a significant mean difference between AgeCat and currently mentoring
such that participants in AgeCat 30-39 [M = 1.33, SD = 0.47] were mentoring more than
AgeCat 40-49 [M = 1.37, SD = 0.49] than AgeCat 60-69 [M = 1.44, SD = 0.53] than
AgeCat 20-29 [M = 1.53, SD = 0.51] than AgeCat 50-59 [M = 1.68, SD = 0.48]. Of note,
a post hoc Tukey test of these groups indicated that only AgeCat 30-39 had a statistically
lower (mentoring more) currently mentoring mean score than AgeCat 50-59.
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An ANOVA was calculated with mission element (AD/CW/DF) as the
independent variable, and with the currently mentoring item as the dependent variable.
The dependent variable was not significantly affected.
An ANOVA was calculated with TitleCat (Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and
Contractor) as the independent variable, and with the currently mentoring item as the
dependent variable. This resulted in a significant mean difference between TitleCat and
currently mentoring such that participants in TitleCat enlisted [M = 1.33, SD = 0.48]
were mentoring more than TitleCat officer [M = 1.34, SD = 0.48] than TitleCat civilian
and contractor [M = 1.63, SD = 0.49]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of these groups
indicated that TitleCat enlisted and officer had a statistically lower (mentoring more)
currently mentoring mean score than TitleCat civilian and contractor.
A logistic regression was calculated between gender (male/female), AgeCat (2029/30-39/40-49/50-59/60-69), mission element (AD/CW/DF), and TitleCat
(Enlisted/Officer/Civilian and Contractor) as the independent variables, and the item
currently mentoring a cadet as the dependent variable which yielded a significant model.
The binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was coded “1”, therefore the
target category was a response of “No.” This four predictor model provided a significant
prediction of not currently mentoring a cadet, χ2 (4, N = 158) = 9.74, p < .05. The
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted for approximately 8.0% of the
total variance. Classification success for the cases based on a classification cutoff value
of .500 for predicting membership in the not currently mentoring a cadet group was better
than chance with an overall prediction success rate of 65.2% and correct prediction rates
of 45.6% for those not currently mentoring cadets and 80.0% for those currently
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mentoring cadets. In addition the predictor TitleCat was significant in that for each
single-point increase in the TitleCat score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] = 2.552 times
greater likelihood of not currently mentoring a cadet. Put in other terms, there was a 72%
probability that those in a higher TitleCat were not currently mentoring a cadet.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
AgeCat and TitleCat and currently mentoring in that enlisted and officer participants and
those in the 30-39 year old age group were mentoring more than civilian and contractors
and those in the 50-59 year old age group.
Analysis for research question 5. Does a relationship exist between the mentor
effectiveness characteristic variable of emotional intelligence, and the variable desire to
mentor a cadet?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant relation did not exist (see Table
2). In addition, a regression was calculated with emotional intelligence as the
independent variable, and the item desire to mentor a cadet as the dependent variable.
The dependent variable was not significantly affected.
In order to further analyze emotional intelligence, Pearson’s r correlation and a
regression were conducted between each emotional intelligence subscale: Self-Emotion
Appraisal (SEA), Other’s Emotion Appraisal (OEA), Regulation of Emotion (ROE), and
Use of Emotion (UOE), and the desire to mentor item. This analysis did not yield a
significant correlation or model.
This analysis does not offer evidence to support the presence of a relation
between emotional intelligence and the desire to mentor a cadet.
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Analysis for research question 6. Does a relationship exist between the mentor
effectiveness characteristic variable of emotional intelligence, and the variable currently
mentoring a cadet?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant relation did not exist (see Table
2). In addition, a logistic regression was calculated with emotional intelligence as the
independent variable, and the item currently mentoring a cadet as the dependent variable.
This did not yield a model with significant effects.
In order to further analyze emotional intelligence, Pearson’s r correlation and a
logistic regression were conducted between each emotional intelligence subscale: SelfEmotion Appraisal (SEA), Other’s Emotion Appraisal (OEA), Regulation of Emotion
(ROE), and Use of Emotion (UOE), and the item currently mentoring a cadet.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant positive relation (r = .190) only
existed between OEA and the item currently mentoring a cadet indicating that as OEA
increased (become less intelligent) currently mentoring a cadet varied from Yes to No.
A logistic regression was calculated between the four subscales (SEA, OEA,
ROE, UOE) of emotional intelligence as the independent variables, and the item currently
mentoring a cadet as the dependent variable which yielded a significant model. The
binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was coded “1”, therefore the target
category was a response of “No.” This four predictor model provided a significant
prediction of not currently mentoring a cadet, χ2 (1, N = 159) = 10.05, p < .05. The
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted for approximately 8.2% of the
total variance. Classification success for the cases based on a classification cutoff value
of .500 for predicting membership in the not currently mentoring a cadet group was better
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than chance with an overall prediction success rate of 61.6% and correct prediction rates
of 35.3% for those not currently mentoring cadets and 81.3% for those currently
mentoring cadets. In addition the predictor OEA was significant in that for each singlepoint increase in the OEA score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] = 1.127 times greater
likelihood of not currently mentoring a cadet. Put in other terms, there is a 53%
probability that those with higher OEA scores were not currently mentoring a cadet.
This analysis does not offer evidence to support the presence of a relation
between emotional intelligence and currently mentoring a cadet. However, it does
between the emotional intelligence subscale of OEA and currently mentoring a cadet.
Participants who were currently mentoring cadets had a very slight better appraisal of
other’s emotion compared to those who were not.
Analysis for research question 7. Does a relationship exist between the variable
desire to mentor a cadet, and the variable currently mentoring a cadet?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.329)
existed between the desire to mentor a cadet and currently mentoring a cadet indicating
that as the desire to mentor a cadet increased currently mentoring a cadet varied from No
to Yes (see Table 2).
A logistic regression was calculated with the item desire to mentor a cadet as the
independent variable, and the item currently mentoring as the dependent variable which
yielded a significant model. The binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was
coded “1”, therefore the target category is a response of “No.” This one predictor model
provided a significant prediction of not currently mentoring a cadet, χ 2 (1, N = 159) =
18.52, p < .05. The Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted for
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approximately 14.8% of the total variance. Classification success for the cases based on
a classification cutoff value of .500 for predicting membership in the not currently
mentoring a cadet group was better than chance with an overall prediction success rate of
70.4% and correct prediction rates of 51.5% for those not currently mentoring cadets and
84.6% for those currently mentoring cadets. In addition, for each single-point increase in
the desire to mentor a cadet score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] = .411 times greater
likelihood of not currently mentoring a cadet. Put in other terms, there is a 29%
probability that those who desire to mentor a cadet were not currently mentoring a cadet.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
wanting to mentor a cadet and currently mentoring a cadet. Participants who wanted to
mentor a cadet more were mentoring cadets more compared to those who wanted to
mentor a cadet less.
Analysis for hypothesis 1. There is a significant positive relationship between
the demographic variable age, and the mentor motivational characteristic generativity.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that this relation (r = .124) while in the direction
hypothesized was not significant (see Table 2). Of note, using age instead of AgeCat
revealed an almost significant (α = .055) positive relation (r = .154) existed between age
and generativity. In addition, an ANOVA was calculated with AgeCat (20-29/30-39/4049/50-59/60-69) as the independent variable and with generativity as the dependent
variable. The dependent variable was not significantly affected. This analysis offers no
support for the presence of a relation between these variables.
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Analysis for hypothesis 2. There is a significant positive relationship between
the mentor motivational characteristic variables of generativity, empathic concern,
altruism, and having had a mentor, and the variable desire to mentor a cadet.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant positive relation (r = .350) only
existed between generativity and the desire to mentor indicating that as generativity
increased so did the desire to mentor a cadet (see Table 2).
A regression was calculated with generativity, empathic concern, altruism, and
the item having had a mentor as the independent variables, and the item desire to mentor
a cadet as the dependent variable which yielded a significant model, F(4, 154) = 7.322, p
< .05, and accounted for approximately 14% of the variance of wanting to mentor a cadet
(R2 = .16, Adjusted R2 = .138). The only significant predictor in the model was
generativity with a standardized coefficient β = .434, p < .05.
Since, empathic concern, altruism, and the item having had a mentor were not
related to wanting to mentor a cadet, but generativity was, this analysis only offers partial
evidence to support this hypothesis. This analysis offers evidence to support the presence
of a relation between generativity and the desire to mentor in that participants with higher
generativity desired to mentor a cadet more.
Analysis for hypothesis 3. There is a significant positive relationship between
the mentor motivational characteristic variables of generativity, empathic concern,
altruism, and having had a mentor, and the variable currently mentoring a cadet.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.305)
existed between generativity and currently mentoring indicating that as generativity
increased currently mentoring a cadet varied from No to Yes. Also, a significant negative

86

relation (r = -.233) existed between altruism and currently mentoring indicating that as
altruism increased currently mentoring a cadet varied from No to Yes. It is worth noting
that the relation (r = .135) between the item having had a mentor and currently mentoring
was in the expected direction and almost significant (see Table 2).
A logistic regression was calculated between generativity, empathic concern,
altruism, and the item having had a mentor as the independent variables, and the item
currently mentoring a cadet as the dependent variable which yielded a significant model.
The binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was coded “1”, therefore the
target category was a response of “No.” This four predictor model provided a significant
prediction of not currently mentoring a cadet, χ2 (4, N = 159) = 19.43, p < .05. The
Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted for approximately 15.4% of the
total variance. Classification success for the cases based on a classification cutoff value
of .500 for predicting membership in the not currently mentoring a cadet group was better
than chance with an overall prediction success rate of 67.3% and correct prediction rates
of 52.9% for those not currently mentoring cadets and 78.0% for those currently
mentoring cadets. In addition the predictor generativity was significant in that for each
single-point increase in the generativity score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] = 0.932
times greater likelihood of not currently mentoring a cadet. Put in other terms, there was
a 48% probability that those in a higher in generativity were not currently mentoring a
cadet.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
generativity and altruism, and currently mentoring in that participants who were more
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generative and altruistic were mentoring more than those who were less generative and
less altruistic.
Analysis on mentoring importance. The number of participants, minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation results for exploratory items pertaining to why
mentoring is important to permanent party members (higher score means more agreement
on a 1-5 scale) are displayed in Table 3.
Table 3. Permanent party survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev
for items pertaining to why mentoring is important.
N = 159
Min
Max
Mean
Std Dev
1. Mentoring is important in achieving the
2
5
4.80
0.53
mission of USAFA.
2. Mentoring is a good use of my time.
1
5
4.66
0.72
3. Mentoring helps me become a better
1
5
4.62
0.76
person.
4. It is important for others to know I
1
5
2.85
1.26
mentor cadets.
5. Mentoring gives me a sense of
1
5
4.52
0.72
satisfaction by knowing that I have passed
on knowledge.
6. Mentoring helps me develop as a leader
1
5
4.56
0.73
of character.
7. Mentoring improves my performance
1
5
2.81
1.22
rating.
8. It is satisfying to see cadets develop as a
3
5
4.81
0.46
result of being mentored.
9. Mentoring helps cadets develop as
1
5
4.73
0.60
leaders of character.
10. Mentoring helps cadets succeed at
2
5
4.75
0.52
USAFA.

Means pertaining to the importance of mentoring in terms of the benefit of others
and for intrinsic satisfaction (items 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10) had a range of 4.52-4.80.
Means pertaining to the importance of mentoring in terms of reputation and/or career
enhancement (items 4 and 7) had a range of 2.81-2.85. This indicates a sample that
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viewed mentoring as being more important for the benefit others and intrinsic
satisfaction, and less important for reputation and/or career enhancement.
In addition to these quantitative data, all 159 participants were given the option to
write in a response to the question “What other reasons can you list for why mentoring a
cadet is important to you?” Content analysis was conducted on the responses provided
by 39 participants. These responses were deductively categorized into content areas of
similar meaning (see Table 4).
Table 4. Permanent party survey content analysis for the optional question “What
other reasons can you list for why mentoring a cadet is important to you?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
3
2. A part of their job
4
3. Personal satisfaction it creates
4
4. Role model function it serves
3
5. Coaching function it serves
21
6. Paying it forward/showing gratitude
6

Three responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique in
content from all other responses (e.g., “I cannot mentor cadets due to a conflict of interest
with my mission”). Four responses were categorized as important because it was a part
of their job (e.g., “It's part of the job; a very large part”). Four responses were
categorized as important because of the personal satisfaction it creates (e.g., “It is
fulfilling to unlock performance…”). Three responses were categorized as important for
the role modeling function it serves (e.g., “Mentoring models for cadets some of the
leadership lessons…”). Twenty-one responses were categorized as important for the
coaching function it serves (e.g., “Cadets need mentors who have experienced life in the
USAF to help them make decisions that will affect their careers”). Six responses were
categorized as important in terms of paying it forward and showing gratitude for those
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that mentored them (e.g., “To give back. All my mentors have rejected my saying
’thanks‘ by responding with ’be a mentor for someone else, that's how you 'pay me back.’
So I do.”). Of note, some responses were categorized into more than one category as
there was more than one concept within the response.
Analysis on what enabled mentoring. The number of participants, minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation results for exploratory items pertaining to
permanent party members who indicated that they were currently mentoring a cadet and
what enabled that relationship to begin (higher score means more agreement on a 1-5
scale) are displayed in Table 5.
Table 5. Permanent party survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev
for items pertaining to what enabled a mentoring relationship to begin.
N = 89
Min
Max
Mean
Std Dev
1. A cadet asked if I would serve as their
1
5
3.85
1.48
mentor (not affiliated with a formal
mentoring program).
2. A cadet asked if I would serve as their
1
5
3.21
1.77
mentor for a formal mentoring program.
3. I was paired/matched with a cadet
1
5
3.20
1.80
through a formal mentoring program.
4. I asked a cadet if I could mentor them
1
5
2.40
1.58
(not affiliated with a formal mentoring
program).
5. I asked a cadet if I could mentor them for
1
5
2.04
1.45
a formal mentoring program.
6. My relationship with a cadet informally
1
5
3.93
1.44
evolved into a mentoring one.
7. USAFA has encouraged me to mentor
1
5
4.20
1.22
cadets.
8. USAFA has provided enough resources
1
5
3.54
1.29
to facilitate mentoring.

Means pertaining to what enabled mentoring relationships to begin in terms of
formal mentoring (items 2, 3, and 5) had a range of 2.04-3.21. Means pertaining to a
cadet asking to be mentored and the relationship informally forming (items 1 and 6) had a
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range of 3.85-3.93. The mean pertaining to a mentor informally asking to mentor a cadet
(item 4) was 2.40. Means pertaining to being encouraged and having enough resources to
mentor (items 7 and 8 respectively) had a range of 3.54-4.20. This indicates a sample that
views mentoring at USAFA occurring more in an informal manner and initiated by cadets
more than by permanent party members, and that USAFA enabled this initiation by
encouraging it and provided resources to support it.
In addition to these quantitative data, these 89 participants (those who stated that
they were mentors) were given the option to write in a response to the question “What
other reasons helped you begin your mentoring relationship with a cadet?” Content
analysis was conducted on the responses provided by 24 participants. These responses
were deductively categorized into content areas of similar meaning (see Table 6).
Table 6. Permanent party survey content analysis for the optional question “What
other reasons helped you begin your mentoring relationship with a cadet?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
4
2. Having the job they had
11
3. Past experience
4
4. Having a passion for development
6

These responses were deductively categorized into content areas of similar
meaning. Four responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique
in content from all other responses (e.g., “Personal stressors in life (with family) affected
military and academic performance”). Eleven responses were categorized in terms of
having the job they had (e.g., “I am currently serving as an AMT and I feel it is my
responsibility to establish a mentoring relationship with each of the cadets in my
squadron”). Note, an Academy Military Trainer (AMT) is a job position assigned to a
cadet squadron. Four responses were categorized in terms of their past experience (e.g.,
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“As an officer of 18 years, I have a lot of experience both personally and professionally
that I can and want to share”). Six responses were categorized in terms of having a
passion for development (e.g., “A passion and enthusiasm for these incredible humans
and their growth”). Of note, some responses were categorized into more than one
category as more than one concept was included in the response.
Analysis on what prevented mentoring. The number of participants, minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation results for exploratory items pertaining to
permanent party members who indicated that they were not currently mentoring a cadet
and what prevented a relationship to begin (higher score means more agreement on a 1-5
scale) are displayed in Table 7.
Table 7. Permanent party survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev
for items pertaining to what prevented a mentoring relationship to begin.
N = 66
Min
Max
Mean
Std Dev
1. A cadet has asked me to mentor them.
1
5
2.08
1.49
2. I have asked a cadet if I could be their
1
5
1.38
0.84
mentor.
3. I think about mentoring a cadet.
1
5
3.15
1.39
4. I know what is involved in mentoring a
1
5
3.35
1.38
cadet.
5. I feel close enough to a cadet to be their
1
5
3.32
1.45
mentor.
6. I feel comfortable being a cadet's mentor.
1
5
4.17
1.09
7. I know how to become a cadet's mentor.
1
5
2.64
1.35
8. USAFA has encouraged me to mentor
1
5
2.36
1.34
cadets.
9. USAFA has provided enough resources to
1
5
2.76
1.28
facilitate mentoring.

Means pertaining to what prevented mentoring relationships to begin in terms of
whether they or a cadet initiated a relationship (items 1 and 2) had a range of 1.38-2.08.
Means pertaining to thinking and knowing about mentoring (items 3 and 4) had a range
of 3.15-3.35. The mean pertaining to feeling close enough to a cadet (item 5) was 3.32.
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Means pertaining to how comfortable they were with mentoring (item 6) was 4.17.
Means pertaining to knowing how to, being encouraged, and having enough resources to
mentor (items 7, 8 and 9 respectively) had a range of 2.36-2.76. This indicates a sample
that had not initiated or been asked by a cadet to initiate a mentoring relationship. This
sample slightly agrees that it thinks or knows about mentoring, or is close enough to a
cadet. However, this sample does feel comfortable with mentoring, but does not agree
that USAFA has provided encouragement or resources in support mentoring.
In addition to this quantitative data, these 66 participants (those who stated that
they were not mentors) were given the option to write in a response to the question “What
other reasons prevent you from starting a mentoring relationship with a cadet?” Content
analysis was conducted on the responses provided by 29 participants. These responses
were deductively categorized into content areas of similar meaning (see Table 8).
Table 8. Permanent party survey content analysis for the optional question “What
other reasons prevent you from starting a mentoring relationship with a cadet?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
2
2. Lack of time
13
3. Not wanting to
4
4. Ambiguity as to what mentoring is
10

These responses were deductively categorized into content areas of similar
meaning. Two responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique
in content from all other responses (e.g., “Inertia”). Thirteen responses were categorized
in terms of lack of time (e.g., “There is absolutely not enough time to take on a mentoring
relationship”). Four responses were categorized in terms of not wanting to (e.g., “I
haven't had the desire to mentor a cadet”). Ten responses were categorized in terms of
ambiguity as to what mentoring is (e.g., “I am not aware that this is a formal program; it
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seems that we ’mentor‘ every time we interact with cadets”). Of note, some responses
were categorized into more than one category as there was more than one concept within
the response.
Analysis on the mentoring culture. All 159 participants were required to write
in a response for two exploratory open-ended questions. The first one asked, “What is
your opinion on the mentoring culture at USAFA?” Content analysis was conducted on
the responses and they were deductively categorized into content areas of similar
meaning (see Table 9).
Table 9. Permanent party survey content analysis for the required question “What is
your opinion on the mentoring culture at USAFA?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
9
2. No opinion
11
3. Positive
69
4. Negative
48
5. Lack of time
13
6. As needed
2

Nine responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique in
content from all other responses (e.g., “Hit and miss. Most cadets should have a mentor.
Often this role is filled by a sponsor or a coach or a teacher”). Eleven responses were
categorized as not having an opinion (e.g., “No opinion”). Sixty-nine responses were
categorized as being positive (e.g., “From what I see, the mentoring culture at USAFA is
good.”). Forty-eight responses were categorized as being negative (e.g., “Nonexistent. If
you want to develop significantly as a Cadet, the work is all on you”). Thirteen responses
were categorized in terms of lack of time (e.g., “Not enough time to incorporate into the
work day in a purposeful way”). Two responses were categorized in terms of as needed
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(e.g., “Ad hoc”). Of note, some responses were categorized into more than one category
as there was more than one concept within the response.
Analysis on improving the mentoring culture. The second question asked,
“What is your opinion on how the mentoring culture at USAFA should be improved?”
Content analysis was conducted on the responses and they were deductively categorized
into content areas of similar meaning (see Table 10).
Table 10. Permanent party survey content analysis for the required question “What is
your opinion on how the mentoring culture at USAFA should be improved?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
13
2. Too vague to understand
11
3. No opinion
29
4. Wanting more resources
85
5. Reward those who mentor
3
6. No changes needed
10
7. Do not mandate it
2

Thirteen responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique
in content from all other responses (e.g., “I'm not sure the cadets understand that without
mentorship, they will lack a lot of tools to excel in their officer careers”). Eleven
responses were categorized as being too vague to understand (e.g., “More autonomy for
clubs and teams”). Twenty-nine responses were categorized as not having an opinion
(e.g., “Nothing to offer”). Eighty-five responses were categorized in terms of wanting
more resources (e.g., “Mentoring culture needs to be better developed with resources for
mentors and guidelines for the formal mentoring programs”). Many of these comments
involved offering resources such as time dedicated for mentoring, training on how to be a
better mentor, and an overall emphasis from leadership that mentoring is something
worth doing. Three responses were categorized in terms of rewarding those who mentor
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(e.g., “Organizational rewards (e.g., academic promotion) for mentoring cadets”). Ten
responses were categorized in terms of no changes needed (e.g., “No improvements at
this time”). Two responses were categorized in terms of not mandating mentoring (e.g.,
“Whatever you do, don't force anything...mentoring should happen naturally”). Of note,
some responses were categorized into more than one category because there was more
than one concept within the response.
Exploratory data analysis summary. Permanent party members demonstrated
that mentoring is important in terms of benefiting others, providing intrinsic satisfaction,
and the coaching function it offers to cadets.
Participants who were currently mentoring cadets indicated that mentoring was
enabled when cadets initiated it in an informal manner, occurred as a result of being in
the job they had, and that USAFA provided adequate encouragement and resources to
support mentoring.
Participants who were not currently mentoring cadets indicated that mentoring
was prevented because neither themselves or a cadet had initiated it, that they did not
have time to do it, that they were not clear as to what mentoring was, and that USAFA
had not encouraged nor provided enough resources to support it.
In terms of the mentoring culture at USAFA, 43% of the sample viewed it in a
positive manner, 30% viewed it in a negative manner, and 8% had the opinion that there
was not enough time for it. In terms of improving the mentoring culture at USAFA, 53%
stated that additional resources were required in order to do so.
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USAFA Cadet Survey Data Set
This data set was collected between 14 Oct and 1 Nov 2016. Five hundred
sixteen cadets accessed the survey, 8 of which did not consent to taking the survey and
thus were not included. Nineteen cadets did not complete the survey beyond selecting
yes to consenting to take it and thus were not included. Participant #291 (SurveyMonkey
numbering convention) only completed the survey up through question 12 and thus was
not included since that participant provided no information concerning mentoring at
USAFA. Participant #506 only completed the survey up through question 15 and thus
was included since that participant did provide partial information concerning mentoring
at USAFA. In total, 488 participant responses are included in this data set. Only 2 cadets
answered the internal reliability scale question (“Please do not answer this item, it is for
structural purposes only.”) and their data was retained in the data set. This was reported
to USAFA’s DSAT by the investigator via an email. No response was received.
Some age information had to be cleaned in order to ensure consistent data across
all participants. Two participants wrote “nineteen” which was changed to “19”, two
wrote” eighteen” which was changed to “18”, one participant wrote “19 (STRONG)”
which was changed to “19”, one participant wrote “enough” which was deleted and left
blank, one participant wrote “22.58” which was changed to “22”, one participant wrote
“Isn’t this anonymous?” which was deleted and left blank, and one participant wrote “22
Years” which was changed to “22”. Therefore, there are a total of 486 responses to the
age question and two that are blank.
Descriptive statistics. This data set is comprised of 325 (67%) male (coded 1)
and 163 (33%) female (coded 2) participants from four class years: graduating class of
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2017 (coded 1) = 126 (26%), 2018 (coded 2) = 137 (28%), 2019 (coded 3) = 117 (24%),
and 2020 (coded 4) = 108 (22%). Racial/ethnic background was: African American = 15
(3.1%), Asian American = 21 (4.3%), Caucasian or White = 366 (75%), Hispanic = 15
(3.1%), Native American = 0, Pacific Islander = 3 (0.6%), and more than 1 category
selected = 68 (13.9%). A categorical variable “RECat” was created and categorized by
either Caucasian or White = 366 (coded 1), or other than Caucasian or White = 122
(coded 2) in order to create more equal size groups for comparison.
141 participants indicated that they were currently being mentored (coded 1) by a
USAFA permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF, and 347
participants indicated that they were not currently being mentored (coded 2) by a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF.
In order to create a variable for the scales with multiple items, first reverse scored
items had to be reversed. As such, items 3, 6, 7, 8, and 10 of the locus of control scale,
item 6 of the job involvement scale, and item 1, 5, and 6 of the career planning scale were
reversed. These three scales along with the learning goal orientation scale were then
summed to create a variable for each scale.
The number of participants, minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation
results for age, single item self-esteem scale (SISES) (higher score means more selfesteem), locus of control scale (LOCS) (higher score means more internal locus of
control), job involvement scale (JIS) (lower score means more job involved), career
planning scale (CPS) (higher score means more career planning), learning goal
orientation scale (LGOS) (higher score means more learning goal oriented), and the item
desire to be mentored (higher score means more agreement) are displayed in Table 11.
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Table 11. Cadet survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev for items age,
SISES, LOCS, JIS, CPS, LGOS, and desire to be mentored.
N = 488 (age N = 486)
Min
Max
Mean
Std Dev
Age
17
25
20.14
1.51
SISES

1

5

3.93

0.96

LOCS

34

68

54.19

6.43

JIS

6

23

14.47

3.20

CPS

7

36

26.73

6.10

LGOS

18

56

44.75

7.00

Desire to be mentored

1

5

3.68

1.14

This sample had a mean age of 20.14 years. The mean SISES was 3.93, which for
a possible range of 1-5 (midpoint = 3) reflects a sample of individuals who agree that
having a high self-esteem describes them. In comparison, Robins et al. (2001) reported a
mean score of 3.5 when they asked this item of 500 college students.
The mean LOC was 54.19, which for a possible range of 10-70 (midpoint = 40)
reflects a sample of individuals who have more of an internal locus of control. In
comparison, Paulhus and Van Selst (1990) reported mean scores ranging from 43-56 for
various samples.
The mean JIS was 14.47, which for a possible range of 6-24 (midpoint = 15)
reflects a sample of individuals who very slightly agree they are involved with their job
(lower score means more job involved).
The mean CPS was 26.73, which for a possible range of 6-36 (midpoint = 21)
reflects a sample of individuals who agree they have a career planning strategy.
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The mean LGOS was 44.75, which for a possible range of 8-56 (midpoint = 32)
reflects a sample of individuals who agree that they are learning goal oriented.
Analysis for research question 1. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic background, and the
protégé motivational characteristic variables of self-esteem, and locus of control? Note,
all analysis involving racial/ethnic background was analyzed using the variable RECat.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.205)
existed between gender and the single item self-esteem scale indicating that as gender
varied from male to female self-esteem decreased. Also, a negative relationship (r = .134) existed between class year and the single item self-esteem scale indicating that as
class year increased (moved from senior class year 2017 coded 1 to freshman class year
2020 coded 4) self-esteem decreased. Put in other terms, this relationship means that
self-esteem increased with time. Last, a negative relationship (r = -.120) existed between
RECat and locus of control indicating that as RECat varied from White or Caucasian to
Other than White or Caucasian locus of control decreased and become more external (see
Table 12).
A MANOVA was calculated with gender (male/female), class year
(2017/2018/2019/2020), RECat (Caucasian or white/other than Caucasian or white) as
the independent variables, and with self-esteem and locus of control as the dependent
variables. Using Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the composite dependent variate was
significantly affected by gender, Wilks’ Lambda = .967, F(2, 471) = 8.153, p < .05, and
class year, Wilks’ Lambda = .964, F(6, 942) = 2.920, p < .05.

100

101

-.024
.592
.043
.347

Pearson

Sig

Pearson

Sig

.868

-.008

-

1

.592

-.024

Class
year

.196
-.023
.610

Sig

Pearson

Sig

.049
.281

Pearson

Sig

.701

-.059

Pearson

Sig

.135

Sig

-.017

-.068

Pearson

Pearson

.932

-.004

Pearson

Sig

.000

Sig

.000

.185**

.226

-.055

.392

-.039

.000

-.169**

.042

-.092*

.059

-.086

.003

-.205** -.134**

-

Sig

Pearson

1

Pearson

Gender

.455

.034

.731

-.016

.158

-.064

.376

.040

.707

-.017

.008

-.120**

.097

-.075

-

1

.868

-.008

.347

.043

RECat

.009

-.118**

.414

.037

.000

.231**

.000

.178**

.696

-.018

.000

.326**

-

1

.097

-.075

.003

-.134**

.000

-.205**

SISES

.009

-.118**

.022

.104*

.000

.526**

.000

.265**

.000

-.199**

-

1

.000

.326**

.008

-.120**

.059

-.086

.932

-.004

LOCS

.030

.098*

.000

-.222**

.000

-.306**

.001

-.153**

-

1

.000

-.199**

.696

-.018

.707

-.017

.042

-.092*

.135

-.068

JIS

.015

-.110*

.668

.019

.000

.189**

-

1

.001

-.153**

.000

.265**

.000

.178**

.376

.040

.000

-.169**

.196

-.059

CPS

.014

-.111*

.000

.201**

-

1

.000

.189**

.000

-.306**

.000

.526**

.000

.231**

.158

-.064

.392

-.039

.610

-.023

LGOS

.000

-.288**

-

1

.000

.201**

.668

.019

.000

-.222**

.022

.104*

.414

.037

.731

-.016

.226

-.055

.701

-.017

Desire to
be
mentored

-

1

.000

-.288**

.014

-.111*

.015

-.110*

.030

.098*

.009

-.118**

.009

-.118**

.455

.034

.000

.185**

.281

.049

Currently
being
mentored

*p < .05, two-tailed. **p < .01, two-tailed. Gender: 1 = Male, 2 = Female. Class year: 1 = 2017, 2 = 2018, 3= 2019, 4 = 2020. RECat: 1 = Caucasian
or White, 2 = Other than Caucasian or White. SISES = Single Item Self-Esteem Scale. LOCS = Locus of Control Scale. JIS = Job Involvement Scale.
CPS = Career Planning Scale. LGOS = Learning Goal Orientation Scale. Desire to be mentored: 1-5. Currently being mentored: 1 = Yes, 2 = No.

Currently
being
mentored

Desire to
be
mentored

LGOS
(α=.92)

CPS
(α=.87)

JIS
(α=.76)

LOCS
(α=.67)

SISES

RECat

Class
year

Gender

N = 488

Table 12.
Cadet survey Pearson r correlation matrix.

Univariate ANOVAs were conducted on each dependent measure separately to
determine locus of the significant multivariate effect. One significant univariate effect
was associated with gender on self-esteem, F(1, 472) = 14.47, p < .05, η2 = .030; male
participants scored higher on self-esteem [M = 4.07, SD = 0.88] than female participants
[M = 3.65, SD = 1.05].
A second significant univariate effect was associated with class year on selfesteem, F(3, 472) = 2.83, p < .05, η2 = .018; 2017 class year participants scored higher on
self-esteem [M = 4.15, SD = 0.89], than 2018 [M = 3.92, SD = 0.96], than 2019 [M =
3.82, SD = 1.01], than 2020 [M = 3.80, SD = 0.96]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of
these groups indicated that only class year 2017 had a statistically higher self-esteem
mean score than class year 2019, and 2020.
A final significant univariate effect was associated with class year on locus of control,
F(3, 472) = 4.51, p < .05, η2 = .028; 2017 class year participants scored higher on locus
of control [M = 55.48, SD = 6.51], than 2020 [M = 54.67, SD = 5.82], than 2018 [M =
54.33, SD = 6.01], then 2019 [M = 52.19, SD = 6.95]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of
these groups indicated that only class year 2019 had a statistically lower locus of control
mean score than class year 2017, 2018, and 2020.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
participant gender and self-esteem in that male participants had a higher self-esteem than
female participants. It also offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
participant class year and self-esteem in that participants closer to graduating had higher
self-esteem. Last, it offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between both
participant racial/ethnic background and class year with locus of control. Those who
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were Caucasian or white had a higher or more internal locus of control compared to those
who were other than Caucasian or white, and those in their sophomore class year of 2019
had a lower or more external locus of control compared to the other three class years.
Analysis for research question 2. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic background, and the
protégé effectiveness characteristic variables of job involvement, career planning, and
learning goal orientation?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.092)
existed between class year and job involvement indicating that as class year increased
(moved from senior class year 2017 coded 1 to freshman class year 2020 coded 4) job
involvement decreased (became more job involved). Put in other terms, this relationship
means that being job involved decreased with time. Also, a negative relationship (r = .169) existed between class year and career planning indicating that as class year
increased career planning decreased. Put in other terms, this relationship means that
career planning increased with time (see Table 12).
A MANOVA was calculated with gender (male/female), class year
(2017/2018/2019/2020), RECat (Caucasian or white/other than Caucasian or white) as
the independent variables, and with job involvement, career planning, and learning goal
orientation as the dependent variables.. Using Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the
composite dependent variate was significantly affected by class year only, Wilks’
Lambda = .920, F(9, 1144) = 4.45, p < .05.
Univariate ANOVAs were conducted on each dependent measure separately to
determine locus of the significant multivariate effect. One significant univariate effect
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was associated with class year on job involvement, F(3, 472) = 3.44, p < .05, η2 = .021;
2018 class year participants scored higher on job involvement (meaning they were lower
job involved) [M = 15.32, SD = 3.05] than 2017 [M = 14.39, SD = 3.29], then 2019 [M =
14.09, SD = 3.35] than 2020 [M = 13.19, SD = 3.03]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of
these groups indicated that only class year 2018 had a statistically higher job involvement
mean score than class year 2019, and 2020.
A second significant univariate effect was associated with class year on career
planning, F(3, 472) = 4.96, p < .05, η2 = .031; 2017 class year participants scored higher
on career planning [M = 27.83, SD = 5.75], than 2018 [M = 27.26, SD = 5.69], then 2019
[M = 26.67, SD = 6.24], than 2020 [M = 24.85, SD = 6.48]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey
test of these groups indicated that only class year 2020 had a statistically lower career
planning mean score than class year 2017, and 2018.
A final significant univariate effect was associated with class year on learning
goal orientation, F(3, 472) = 3.83, p < .05, η2 = .024; 2017 class year participants scored
higher on learning goal orientation [M = 45.72, SD = 6.02], than 2020 [M = 45.34, SD =
6.51], than 2018 [M = 44.49, SD = 7.32], then 2019 [M = 43.46, SD = 7.84]. Of note, a
post hoc LSD test of these groups indicated that class year 2019 had a statistically lower
learning goal orientation than class year 2017, and 2020.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
participant class year and job involvement in that those in the junior class year of 2018
were less job involved than those in the sophomore and freshman class years of 2019 and
2020. It also offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between participant
class year and career planning in that those in the freshman class year of 2020 were less
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career planning than those in the senior and junior class years of 2017 and 2018. Last, it
offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between participant class year and
learning goal orientation in that those in the senior and freshman class years of 2017 and
2020 had a higher learning goal orientation than those in sophomore class year of 2019.
Analysis for research question 3. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic background, and the
variable desire to be mentored?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant relation did not exist (see Table
12). In addition, an ANOVA was calculated with class year (2017/2018/2019/2020) as
the independent variable, and with the desire to mentor item as the dependent variable.
The dependent variable was not significantly affected. This analysis offers no support for
the presence of a relation between these variables.
Analysis for research question 4. Does a relationship exist between the
demographic variables of gender, class year, and racial/ethnic background, and the
variable currently being mentored?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant positive relation (r = .185) only
existed between class year and currently being mentored indicating that as class year
increased (moved from senior class year 2017 coded 1 to freshman class year 2020 coded
4) currently being mentored varied from Yes to No (see Table 12).
An ANOVA was calculated with class year (2017/2018/2019/2020) as the
independent variable, and with the currently being mentored item as the dependent
variable. This resulted in a significant mean difference between class year and being
mentored such that class year 2017 [M = 1.60, SD = 0.49] was being mentored more than
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class year 2018 [M = 1.69, SD = 0.46] than class year 2019 [M = 1.74, SD = 0.44] than
class year 2020 [M = 1.83, SD = 0.73]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of these groups
indicated that only class year 2017 had a statistically lower (being mentored more) being
mentored mean score than both class year 2019 (α = .49) and 2020 (α = .000). Note, this
ANOVA resulted in a significant test of homogeneity of variance. However, since this
ANOVA was so significant (α = .001), as well as the post hoc Tukey for class year 2020,
it is worth reporting.
A logistic regression was calculated with gender (male/female), class year
(2017/2018/2019/2020), and RECat (White or Caucasian/Other than White or Caucasian)
as the independent variable, and the item currently being mentored as the dependent
variable which yielded a significant model. The binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”,
and “No” was coded “1”, therefore the target category is a response of “No.” This three
predictor model provided a significant prediction of not currently being mentored, χ2 (3,
N = 488) = 19.04, p < .05. The Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted
for approximately 5.5% of the total variance. Classification success for the cases based
on a classification cutoff value of .500 for predicting membership in the not currently
being mentored group was not better than chance. In addition, for each single-point
increase in the class year score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] = 1.479 times greater
likelihood of not currently being mentored. Put in other terms, there is a 60% probability
that those who were further from graduation were not currently being mentored.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between class
year and currently being mentored. Participants who were further from graduating were
being mentored less compared to those who were closer to graduating.
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Analysis for research question 5. Does a relationship exist between the protégé
effectiveness characteristic variables of job involvement, career planning, and learning
goal orientation, and the variable desire to be mentored?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.222)
existed between job involvement and the item desire to be mentored indicating that as job
involvement increased (became less job involved) wanting to be mentored decreased.
Also, a significant positive relationship (r = .201) existed between learning goal
orientation and the item desire to be mentored indicating that as learning goal orientation
increased so did wanting to be mentored (see Table 12).
A regression was calculated with job involvement, career planning, and learning
goal orientation as the independent variables, and with the item desire to be mentored as
the dependent variable. This yielded a significant model, F(3, 484) = 12.14, p < .05, and
accounted for approximately 7% of the variance of wanting to be mentored (R 2 = .070,
Adjusted R2 = .064). One significant predictor in the model was job involvement with a
standardized coefficient β = -.181, p < .05. A second significant predictor in the model
was learning goal orientation with a standardized coefficient β = .152, p < .05.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
participant job involvement and wanting to be mentored in that those who were more job
involved (scored lower) wanted to be mentored more. It also offers evidence to support
the presence of a relation between participant learning goal orientation and wanting to be
mentored in that those who were more learning goal oriented wanted to be mentored
more.
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Analysis for research question 6. Does a relationship exist between the protégé
effectiveness characteristic variables of job involvement, career planning, and learning
goal orientation, and the variable currently being mentored?
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant positive relation (r = .098)
existed between job involvement and the item currently being mentored indicating that as
job involvement increased (became less job involved) currently being mentored varied
from yes to no. Also, a significant negative relationship (r = -.110) existed between
career planning and the item currently being mentored indicating that as career planning
increased currently being mentored varied from no to yes. Last, a significant negative
relationship (r = -.111) existed between the learning goal orientation and the item
currently being mentored indicating that as learning goal orientation increased currently
being mentored varied from no to yes (see Table 12).
A logistic regression was calculated with job involvement, career planning, and
learning goal orientation as the independent variables, and with the item currently being
mentored as the dependent variable. This did not yield a model with significant effects.
This analysis does offer very slight evidence to support the presence of a relation
between job involvement, career planning, and learning goal orientation with being
mentored. Participants who were more job involved, had more career planning, and were
more learning goal oriented were also being mentored more compared to those who were
not being mentored.
Analysis for research question 7. Does a relationship exist between the variable
desire to be mentored and the variable currently being mentored?
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Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.288)
existed between the item desire to be mentored and the item currently being mentored
indicating that as wanting to be mentored increased currently being mentored varied from
No to Yes (see Table 12).
A logistic regression was calculated with the item desire to be mentored as the
independent variable, and with the item currently being mentored as the dependent
variable. Of note, the binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was coded “1”,
therefore the target category was a response of “No”. This one predictor model provided
a significant prediction of not currently being mentored, χ2 (1, N = 488) = 44.93, p < .05.
The Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted for approximately 12.6%
of the total variance. Classification success for the cases based on a classification cutoff
value of .500 for predicting membership in the not currently being mentored group was
not better than chance. In addition, for each single-point increase in the desire to be
mentored score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] = .511 times greater likelihood of not
currently being mentored. Put in other terms, there was a 34% probability that those
wanting to be mentored were not currently being mentored.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between
participants who wanted to be mentored and were being mentored in that those who
wanted to be mentored more were being mentored more.
Analysis for hypothesis 1. There is a significant positive relationship between
the protégé motivational characteristic variables of self-esteem, and locus of control, and
the variable desire to be mentored.
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Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant positive relation (r = .104) only
existed between locus of control and the item desire to be mentored indicating that as
locus of control increased (become more internal) wanting to be mentored increased (see
Table 12).
A regression was calculated with self-esteem and locus of control as the
independent variables and with the item desire to be mentored as the dependent variable.
This did not yield a model with significant effects.
This analysis offers very slight evidence to support the presence of a relation
between locus of control and wanting to be mentored in that participants who had more
of an internal locus of control wanted to be mentored more.
Analysis for hypothesis 2. There is a significant positive relationship between
the protégé motivational characteristic variables of self-esteem, and locus of control, and
the variable currently being mentored.
Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a significant negative relation (r = -.118)
existed between locus of control and the item currently being mentored indicating that as
locus of control increased (become more internal) being mentored varied from No to Yes.
Also, a significant negative relation (r = -.118) existed between self-esteem and the item
currently being mentored indicating that as self-esteem increased being mentored varied
from No to Yes (see Table 12).
In addition, a logistic regression was calculated with locus of control, and selfesteem as the independent variables, and with the item currently being mentored variable.
This did not yield a model with significant effects.
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This analysis offers slight evidence to support the presence of a relation between
locus of control and self-esteem with being in a mentoring relationship in that
participants who had more of an internal locus of control and higher self-esteem were
being mentored more.
Post hoc analysis. In order to better understand the relation between cadets who
wanted to be mentored but were not being mentored, the following analysis was
conducted. Since the desire to be mentored mean of 3.68 indicated that more cadets
wanted to be mentored than not, and that 141 cadets indicated they were currently being
mentored while 347 cadets were not, suggested that many cadets who wanted to be
mentored were not being mentored.
In order to analyze this phenomenon, a new variable “Want4and5yes_no” was
created which combined those who selected that they either slightly agreed or agreed (4
or 5 on a 1-5 scale) they wanted to be mentored with what they selected in terms of
currently being mentored (Yes coded 1 or No coded 2). One hundred twelve cadets
indicated that they slightly agreed or agreed they wanted to be mentored and were
currently being mentored. One hundred seventy-four cadets indicated they slightly
agreed or agreed they wanted to be mentored but were not currently being mentored.
Next, Pearson’s r correlation revealed that a positive relation (r = .234) existed
between class year and the new variable indicating that as class year increased (moved
from senior class year 2017 coded 1 to freshman class year 2020 coded 4) cadets who
wanted to be mentored were mentored less. Second, a negative relation (r = -.153)
existed between self-esteem and the new variable indicating that as self-esteem increased
cadets who wanted to be mentored were mentored more. Third, a negative relation (r = -
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.132) existed between locus of control and the new variable indicating that as locus of
control increased (become more internal) cadets who wanted to be mentored were
mentored more. Forth, a negative relation (r = -.144) existed between learning goal
orientation and the new variable indicating that as learning goal orientation increased
cadets who wanted to be mentored were mentored more.
Then, an ANOVA was calculated with class year (2017/2018/2019/2020) as the
independent variable and the new variable as the dependent variable. This resulted in a
significant mean difference between class year and the new variable such that class year
2017 [M = 1.44, SD = 0.50] was being mentored more than class year 2018 [M = 1.63,
SD = 0.49] and class year 2019 [M = 1.63, SD = 0.49] than class year 2020 [M = 1.79,
SD = 0.41]. Of note, a post hoc Tukey test of these groups indicated that only class year
2017 had a statistically lower (mentored more) new variable mean score than class year
2020 (α = .000). Note, this ANOVA resulted in a significant test of homogeneity of
variance. However, since this ANOVA was so significant (α = .000), as well as the post
hoc Tukey for class year 2020, it is worth reporting.
In addition, a logistic regression was calculated with gender (male/female), class
year (2017/2018/2019/2020), and RECat (white or Caucasian/other than white or
Caucasian) as the independent variables, and with the new variable as the dependent
variable. Of note, the binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was coded “1”,
therefore the target category was a response of “No”. This three predictor model
provided a significant prediction of wanting to be mentored but not currently being
mentored, χ2 (3, N = 286) = 17.94, p < .05. The Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the
model accounted for approximately 8.2% of the total variance. Classification success for
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the cases based on a classification cutoff value of .500 for predicting membership in the
wanting to be mentored but not currently being mentored group was slightly better than
chance with an overall prediction success rate of 64.7% and correct prediction rates of
89.7% for those being mentored and 25.9% for those not being mentored. In addition, for
each single-point increase in the class year score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] =
1.610 times greater likelihood of wanting to be mentored but not currently being
mentored. Put in other terms, there was a 62% probability that those who were younger
who wanted to be mentored were not currently being mentored.
Further, a logistic regression was calculated with self-esteem and locus of control
as the independent variables, and with the new variable as the dependent variable. Of
note, the binary response of “Yes” was coded “0”, and “No” was coded “1”, therefore the
target category was a response of “No”. This two predictor model provided a significant
prediction of wanting to be mentored but not currently being mentored, χ2 (2, N = 286) =
9.14, p < .05. The Nagelkerke pseudo R2 indicated that the model accounted for
approximately 4.3% of the total variance. Classification success for the cases based on a
classification cutoff value of .500 for predicting membership in the wanting to be
mentored but not currently being mentored group was not better than chance. In addition,
for each single-point increase in the self-esteem score, there was an odds ratio [Exp(B)] =
.752 times greater likelihood of wanting to be mentored but not currently being mentored.
Put in other terms, there was a 43% probability that those with higher self-esteem who
wanted to be mentored were not currently being mentored.
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Last, a logistic regression was calculated with job involvement, career planning,
and learning goal orientation as the independent variables and with the new variable as
the dependent variable. This did not yield a model with significant effects.
This analysis offers evidence to support the presence of a relation between cadets
who wanted to be mentored and cadets who either were or were not being mentored in
that cadets who wanted to be mentored and were being mentored were closer to
graduation, had higher self-esteem, had more of an internal locus of control, and were
more learning goal oriented.
Analysis on mentoring importance. The number of participants, minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation results for exploratory items pertaining to why
mentoring is important to cadets (higher score means more agreement on a 1-5 scale) are
displayed in Table 13.
Table 13. Cadet survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev for items
pertaining to why mentoring is important.
N = 488
Min
Max
Mean
Std Dev
1. Mentoring is important in
1
5
4.21
0.89
achieving the mission of USAFA.
2. Mentoring is a good use of my
1
5
4.06
0.98
time.
3. Mentoring helps me become a
1
5
4.22
0.94
better person.
4. It is important for others to
1
5
2.63
1.25
know that I have a mentor.
5. Mentoring helps me develop as
1
5
4.10
0.92
a leader of character.
6. Mentoring helps me improve
1
5
3.46
1.18
my standing in the cadet wing.
7. Mentoring helps me succeed at
1
5
3.90
1.02
USAFA.
8. Mentoring allows me to better
1
5
4.00
0.97
navigate my path at USAFA.
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Means pertaining to the importance of mentoring in terms of developing as a
leader of character (items 1, 2, 3, and 5) had a range of 4.06-4.22. The mean pertaining
to the importance of mentoring in terms of reputation (item 4) was 2.63. The means
pertaining to the importance of mentoring in terms of career enhancement (items 6, 7, and
8) had a range of 3.46-4.00. This indicates a sample that viewed mentoring as being
more important in terms of developing as a leader of character, less important for career
enhancement, and even less important for reputation.
In addition to these quantitative data, all 488 participants were given the option to
write in a response to the question “What other reasons can you list for why being
mentored by a permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF is important
to you?” Content analysis was conducted on the responses provided by the 93
participants who chose to respond. These responses were deductively categorized into
content areas of similar meaning (see Table 14).
Table 14. Cadet survey content analysis for the optional question “What other reasons
can you list for why being mentored by a permanent party member who works in either
AD, CW, or DF is important to you?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
9
2. Too vague to understand
6
3. No opinion
5
4. It is not important
3
5. For the advice/perspective it offers
62
6. Role modeling
3
7. Do not mandate it
6

Nine responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique in
content from all other responses (e.g., "We get too focused on being in the cadet
atmosphere”). Six responses were categorized as being too vague to understand (e.g.,
“We get too focused on being in the cadet atmosphere”). Five responses were
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categorized as not having an opinion (e.g., “N/A”). Three responses were categorized in
terms of mentoring not being important (e.g., “It’s not”). Sixty-two responses were
categorized as important for the advice/perspective mentoring offers (e.g., “To provide
advice on career paths and life decisions for officer life…”). Three responses were
categorized as important for role modeling (e.g., “Helps you model yourself after
someone you'd like to be like”). Six responses were categorized in terms of not
mandating mentoring (e.g., “I love the idea of mentorship, but if it is forced then it might
not be a good use of time”). Of note, some responses were categorized into more than
one category as there was more than one concept within the response.
Analysis on what enabled mentoring. The number of participants, minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation results for exploratory items pertaining to cadets
who indicated that they were currently being mentored and what enabled that relationship
to begin (higher score means more agreement on a 1-5 scale) are displayed in Table 15.
Means pertaining to what enabled mentoring relationships to begin in terms of
formal mentoring (items 2, 3, and 5) had a range of 1.46-1.98. Means pertaining to a
cadet asking to be mentored and the relationship informally forming (items 1 and 6) had a
range of 3.02-3.89. The mean pertaining to a mentor informally asking to mentor a cadet
(item 4) was 1.74. Means pertaining to being encouraged and having enough resources to
mentor (items 7 and 8 respectively) had a range of 3.18-3.65. This indicates a sample
that views mentoring at USAFA occurring more in an informal manner and initiated by
cadets more than by permanent party members, and that USAFA enabled this initiation
by encouraging it and providing resources to support it.
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Table 15. Cadet survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev for items
pertaining to what enabled a mentoring relationship to begin.
N = 141
Min Max Mean Std Dev
1. I asked a USAFA permanent party member who works in
either AD, CW, or DF to serve as my mentor (not affiliated
1
5
3.02
1.53
with a formal mentoring program).
2. I asked a USAFA permanent party member who works in
either AD, CW, or DF to serve as my mentor for a formal
1
5
1.84
1.21
mentoring program.
3. I was paired/matched with a USAFA permanent party
member who works in either AD, CW, or DF through a
1
5
1.98
1.45
formal mentoring program.
4. I was asked by a USAFA permanent party member who
works in either AD, CW, or DF if they could mentor me (not
1
5
1.74
1.21
affiliated with a formal mentoring program).
5. I was asked by a USAFA permanent party member who
works in either AD, CW, or DF if they could mentor me for a
1
5
1.46
0.88
formal mentoring program.
6. My relationship with a USAFA permanent party member
who works in either AD, CW, or DF informally evolved into
1
5
3.89
1.32
a mentoring one.
7. USAFA has encouraged me to be mentored by a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or
1
5
3.18
1.37
DF.
8. USAFA has provided enough resources to facilitate
1
5
3.65
1.16
mentoring.

In addition to these quantitative data, these 141 participants (those who stated that
they were being mentored) were given the option to write in a response to the question
“What other reasons helped you begin your mentoring relationship with a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF?” Content analysis was
conducted on the responses provided by 27 participants who choose to respond. These
responses were deductively categorized into content areas of similar meaning (see Table
16).
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Table 16. Cadet survey content analysis for the optional question “What other reasons
helped you begin your mentoring relationship with a USAFA permanent party member
who works in either AD, CW, or DF?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
5
2. No opinion
4
3. Connecting with someone of authority
12
4. For the advice/perspective it offers
6

Five responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique in
content from all other responses (e.g., "My mentors are people I respect and would like to
emulate”). Four responses were categorized as not having an opinion (e.g., “N/A”).
Twelve responses were categorized in terms of connecting with someone of authority
(e.g., “My mentors are certain teachers I've had, my AOCs and AMTs”). Six responses
were categorized in terms of seeking advice/perspective (e.g., “I was really struggling
with a set of decisions and needed to talk them through and get advice on other things”).
Analysis on what prevented mentoring. The number of participants, minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation results for exploratory items pertaining to cadets
who indicated that they were not currently being mentored and what prevented a
relationship to begin (higher score means more agreement on a 1-5 scale) are displayed
in Table 17.
Means pertaining to what prevented mentoring relationships to begin in terms of
whether they or a permanent party member initiated a relationship (items 1 and 2) had a
range of 1.29-1.43. Means pertaining to thinking and knowing about mentoring (items 3
and 4) had a range of 2.05-2.30. The mean pertaining to feeling close enough to a
permanent party member (item 5) was 2.47. Means pertaining to how comfortable they
were with mentoring (item 6) was 3.11. Means pertaining to knowing how to, being
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encouraged, and having enough resources to become a protégé (items 7, 8 and 9
respectively) had a range of 1.79-2.39. This indicates a sample that had not initiated or
been asked by a permanent party member to initiate a mentoring relationship. This
sample disagrees that it thinks or knows about mentoring, or is close enough to a
permanent party member. However, this sample does somewhat feel comfortable with
mentoring, but does not agree that USAFA has provided encouragement or resources in
support mentoring.
Table 17. Cadet survey number of participants, min, max, mean, and std dev for items
pertaining to what prevented a mentoring relationship to begin.
N = 346
Min Max Mean Std Dev
1. I have asked a USAFA permanent party member who
1
5
1.43
0.89
works in either AD, CW, or DF to serve as my mentor.
2. A USAFA permanent party member who works in either
1
5
1.29
0.72
AD, CW, or DF has asked to mentor me.
3. I think about being mentored by a USAFA permanent party
1
5
2.30
1.35
member who works in either AD, CW, or DF.
4. I know what is involved in being mentored by a USAFA
permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or
1
5
2.05
1.24
DF.
5. I feel close enough to a USAFA permanent party member
who works in either AD, CW, or DF for them to be my
1
5
2.47
1.38
mentor.
6. I feel comfortable with a USAFA permanent party member
1
5
3.11
1.33
who works in either AD, CW, or DF being my mentor.
7. I know how to become a protégé of a USAFA permanent
1
5
1.98
1.13
party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF.
8. USAFA has encouraged me to become a protégé of a
USAFA permanent party member who works in either AD,
1
5
1.79
1.03
CW, or DF.
9. USAFA has provided enough resources to facilitate
1
5
2.39
1.26
mentoring.

In addition to these quantitative data, these 346 participants (those who stated that
they were not being mentored) were given the option to write in a response to the
question “What other reasons prevent you from starting a mentoring relationship with a
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USAFA permanent party member who works in either AD, CW, or DF?” Content
analysis was conducted on the responses provided by 68 participants who choose to
respond. These responses were deductively categorized into content areas of similar
meaning (see Table 18).
Table 18. Cadet survey content analysis for the optional question “What other reasons
prevent you from starting a mentoring relationship with a USAFA permanent party
member who works in either AD, CW, or DF?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
4
2. No opinion
2
3. Anxiety it might involve
8
4. Lack of cadet time
20
5. Lack of permanent party time
6
6. Not knowing how
19
7. Not wanting one
11

Four responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique in
content from all other responses (e.g., "It doesn't seem like something that happens all too
often.”). Two responses were categorized as not having an opinion (e.g., “N/A”). Eight
responses were categorized in terms of the anxiety mentoring might involve (e.g., “It just
makes me feel awkward and vulnerable to ask for a mentor because I'm afraid they would
want to be my mentor or wouldn't be fully into it.”). Twenty responses were categorized
in terms of cadet’s lack of time (e.g., “Just no time with school and everything else.”).
Six responses were categorized in terms of permanent party member’s lack of time (e.g.,
“They have a lot to do too, it seems rude to ask them to take up more work”). Nineteen
responses were categorized in terms not knowing how (e.g., “I don't know how to get
such a relationship started.”). Eleven responses were categories in terms of not wanting a
mentor (e.g., “I don't want a permanent party member mentor”). Of note, some responses
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were categorized into more than one category as there was more than one concept within
the response.
Analysis on the mentoring culture. All 488 participants were required to write
in a response for two exploratory open-ended questions. The first one asked, “What is
your opinion on the mentoring culture at USAFA?” Content analysis was conducted on
the responses and they were deductively categorized into content areas of similar
meaning (see Table 19).
Table 19. Cadet survey content analysis for the optional question “What is your
opinion on the mentoring culture at USAFA?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
14
2. Too vague to understand
7
3. No opinion
35
4. Peer mentoring
13
5. Positive
155
6. Negative
290
7. Do not mandate it
24

Fourteen responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique
in content from all other responses (e.g., “Some people need it, others do not”). Seven
responses were categorized as being too vague to understand (e.g., “I think we do a good
job with the yearly programs like IMPACT”). Thirty-five responses were categorized as
not having an opinion (e.g., “No opinion”). Thirteen responses were categorized in terms
of peer mentoring (e.g., “Normally happens peer to peer”). One hundred fifty-five
responses were categorized as being positive (e.g., “Officers and enlisted PP are both
willing and more than able to mentor cadets through the struggles that a young officer in
training can encounter.”). Two hundred ninety responses were categorized as being
negative (e.g., “It is nonexistent as I haven't seen or heard anything about it.”). Twenty-
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four responses were categorized in terms of not mandating mentoring (e.g., “Mentoring
could serve a good purpose but cadets should not be forced to have a mentor”). Of note,
some responses were categorized into more than one category as there was more than one
concept within the response.
Analysis on improving the mentoring culture. The second question asked,
“What is your opinion on how the mentoring culture at USAFA should be improved?”
Content analysis was conducted on the responses and they were deductively categorized
into content areas of similar meaning (see Table 20).
Table 20. Cadet survey content analysis for the optional question “What is your
opinion on how the mentoring culture at USAFA should be improved?”
Category
Number
1. Single unique comment
16
2. Too vague to understand
24
3. No opinion
82
4. Peer mentoring
12
5. Apply resources to improve connectability
304
6. No changes needed
19
7. Do not mandate it
41

Sixteen responses were categorized as a single comment since they were unique
in content from all other responses (e.g., “Less formal”). Twenty-four responses were
categorized as being too vague to understand (e.g., “seen as work”). Eighty-two
responses were categorized as not having an opinion (e.g., “Nothing to offer”). Twelve
responses were categorized in terms of peer mentoring (e.g., “Cadets should not be
teaching underclassmen how to be terrible leaders”). Three hundred and four responses
were categorized in terms of applying resources to improve mentoring connectability
(e.g., “Provide more resources on the subject of how to get a mentor, the benefits of
mentorship.”). Many of these comments involved resources such as time to meet and
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interact with mentors, information as to what mentoring is and how to go about getting a
mentor, offering programs for matching cadets with a mentor, and emphasizing that there
is a pool of permanent party members who are interested and willing to mentor cadets.
Nineteen responses were categorized in terms of no changes needed (e.g., “I don't think it
needs to be changed, there is every opportunity to ask PP to be a mentor.”). Forty-one
responses were categorized in terms of not mandating mentoring (e.g., “Please provide
mentoring resources but don't make it mandatory. If you do that, it will add an artificial
sense of formality that will poison the relationship.”). Of note, some responses were
categorized into more than one category as there was more than one concept within the
response.
Exploratory data analysis summary. Cadets demonstrated that mentoring is
important in terms of developing as a leader of character more so compared to career
enhancement. Cadets also view mentoring as being important for the advice and
perspective they can receive from mentors.
Participants who were currently being mentored indicated that mentoring was
enabled when cadets initiated it in an informal manner, because they wanted to connect
with someone of authority, and that USAFA provided adequate encouragement and
resources to support mentoring.
Participants who were not currently being mentored indicated that mentoring was
prevented because neither themselves or a permanent party member had initiated it, that
they do not think about it, that they are not close enough to a permanent party member,
that they lack the time to do it, that they do not know how to do it, that they do not want
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to do it, that it would be awkward, and that USAFA had not encouraged or provided
enough resources to support it.
In terms of the mentoring culture at USAFA, 45% of the sample viewed it in a
positive manner, and 85% viewed it in a negative manner (this is over 100% since many
responses fit both categories). In terms of improving the mentoring culture at USAFA,
88% stated that additional resources were required in order to improve connectability
with a mentor, and 12% stated that mentoring should not be mandated.
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Chapter 4: Discussion
The purpose of this research was to inventory and describe the distribution of
selected mentor and protégé motivational and effectiveness characteristics at USAFA,
and to examine if individuals with these characteristics were actually in a mentoring
relationship. Data analysis offered evidence to support the presence of relations between
some of these characteristics with demographics, the desire to be in a mentoring
relationship, and existing mentoring relationships. In addition, there was evidence to
support the notion that USAFA has a healthy mentoring culture, however there are
clearly aspects of it that could be improved.
Mentor Motivational Characteristics
This study was expected to find a positive relation between mentor motivational
characteristics (generativity, empathic concern, altruism, and previously having a mentor)
and both the desire to mentor a cadet and existing mentoring relationships. Also, this
study was expected to find a positive relation between mentor age and generativity while
at the same time research how other demographic characteristics (gender, mission
element, title) might be related to mentor motivational characteristics.
Analyses revealed that the only the motivational characteristic of generativity was
significantly related to both the desire to mentor and being in a mentoring relationship.
This positive finding was expected based on previous research. Also, it is suggestive of a
healthy mentoring culture since individuals who feel a developmental need to give back
to the next generation actually want to and are taking action to participate in mentoring
relationships.
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While age was not significantly related to generativity, the correlation was in the
expected direction and approached significance. One reason why this relation was not
significant may be a result of the combined military and educational nature of USAFA
which attracts overly generative individuals from all ages. This is somewhat indicative
from the higher than normal mean generativity average score. However, this may also be
a result of self-selection bias in that a generative person would have a need to want to
give back by participating in a survey related to their organization. This is a positive
finding since it further suggests a generative population.
It is interesting that a relation was not found between empathic concern and the
desire to mentor or being in a mentoring relationship, contrary to what was expected.
This may have been a result of the significant finding that male participants had lower
empathic concern compared to female participants, while at the same time desired to
mentor more compared to female participants. Empathic concern may not map onto the
desire to mentor as strongly as previously thought.
Altruism was not significantly related to the desire to mentor, but came close to
significance, and was significantly related to being in a mentoring relationship. One
reason why altruism may not have been related to the desire to mentor could be due to the
ceiling effect on the desire to mentor item with a high mean and low variation. The
relation may not have been strong enough to overcome this skewed distribution. The fact
that altruism was related to being in a mentoring relationship as expected lends some
support to a relationship between mentoring and altruism. If the prior research is correct
that altruism is a motivational characteristic for mentoring, and the failure to replicate
that in this sample was due to a ceiling effect of altruism, then the significant relation of
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altruism with being in a mentoring relationship suggests USAFA mentors are motivated
by altruism.
Having previously had a mentor was not significantly related to the desire to
mentor, nor was it significantly related to being in a mentoring relationship contrary to
what was expected. However, the latter relationship approached significance in the
expected direction. One reason why having previously had a mentor may not have been
related to the desire to mentor could be due to the ceiling (floor) effect on both the having
previously had a mentor item with a low mean and low variation, as well as on the desire
to mentor item with a high mean and low variation. The relation may not have been
strong enough to overcome this skewed distribution. Despite greater variance in terms of
the being in a mentoring relationship item, it appears that it was not strong enough to
overcome the skewed distribution of the having previously had a mentor item. The
skewed nature of this data may be suggestive of self-selection bias in that only those
participants who had an affinity for mentoring choose to take this survey.
Female participants possessed more empathic concern but wanted to mentor less.
Despite this, male and female participants were currently mentoring the same amount.
One reason for this difference in the desire to mentor may be that female participants
perceived greater drawbacks to mentoring compared to male participants. Research by
Ragins and Cotton (1993) has shown that “women were significantly more likely than
men to report that they did not feel qualified to be a mentor…and that they lacked the
time to be a mentor” (p. 105). This perception may lower female participant’s desire to
mentor compared to male participants, however may not be a strong enough effect to
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significantly lower participation in mentoring relationships. Of note, the large difference
between male (104) and female (54) participants may have biased these results.
A weak relation between increasing age with increasing empathic concern did not
translate into wanting to mentor more. In addition, since those in their 30’s were
mentoring more than those in their 50’s, increasing age actually related to currently
mentoring less. This offers further evidence that empathic concern may not be as related
to motivation as previously thought.
In terms of participant title, enlisted and officer participants were mentoring more
than civilian and contractor participants. One reason for this may be the perception that
the mentor role is expected more of military personnel which translates into more
mentoring. This expectation may not be as much a part of the civilian or contractor
culture.
Last, this analysis demonstrated that permanent party members at USAFA who
wanted to mentor more actually were mentoring more. This positive finding may mean
that, as an organization, USAFA is not restricting these developmental relationships from
occurring nor is it forcing mentoring on those who do not want to do it.
These findings offer a glimpse into who is motivated and what motivates
permanent party members to want to mentor cadets and how this translates into actual
mentoring relationships. Cleary, those higher in generativity are more motivated to
mentor which in turn predicts existing mentoring relationships. It also appears that
altruism may be a motivator and predictor of mentoring. Contrary to expectations,
however, empathic concern and previously having a mentor were not clear motivators for
mentoring, nor were they predictors of current mentoring relationships. Also,
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demographic variation was not found to be strongly related to mentoring, which means
that recruiting permanent party members to be mentors should not be limited by gender,
age, mission element, or title.
Mentor Effectiveness Characteristic
This study was expected to research how the mentor effectiveness characteristic
of emotional intelligence might be related to permanent party member demographics
(gender, age, mission element, and title), their desire to mentor a cadet, and their existing
mentoring relationships. Analysis revealed no evidence to support a relation between
these variables. However, some of the subscales of emotional intelligence were related
(female participants were better at appraising other’s emotions, participants in their 20’s
were better at regulating their emotions, and participants who were currently mentoring
cadets were better at appraising other’s emotions).
This relative lack of relation may be indicative of the presence of barriers to
effective mentoring at USAFA since ideally an organization would want to have the most
motivated and effective mentors in mentoring relationships. It could be that even
mentors with the lowest emotional intelligence are still effective at developing their
protégés as leaders of character and that all mentors do not necessarily have to have
heightened emotional intelligence in order to be effective. However, it could also be the
case that some mentors are actually inhibiting development of their protégés due to a lack
of emotional intelligence. It would be worth researching the relation between the
emotional intelligence of mentors and the effectiveness of mentoring relationships at
USAFA in order to clarify this finding.
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This finding presents both positive and negative insight into the distribution of
this characteristic. On the positive side, this demonstrates that emotional intelligence is
evenly spread across demographic categories. The two exceptions to this were that
female participants were better at appraising other’s emotions, and participants in the 2029 year age group were better at regulating their emotions compared to those in the 30-39
year age group. The benefit of this is that access to potential mentors through mentor
recruitment should occur across these demographics and not be limited by them.
However, it could be argued that females and 20-29 year olds would offer a more
effective mentoring pool of individuals.
On the negative side, participants who were motivated to mentor and were in a
mentoring relationship did not necessarily have heightened skills necessary to be the most
effective mentors. The only exception to this was that participants who were mentoring
cadets were slightly better at appraising other’s emotions so there is some small positive
indication of heightened mentor effectiveness.
Additionally, this finding offers justification to facilitate development of the
emotional intelligence of prospective and current mentors. Goleman (1995) explains that
emotional intelligence is not a fixed phenomenon but rather can be developed. USAFA
could allocate resources in terms of funds, experts, and time in order to offer emotional
intelligence training to interested permanent party members. Ideally this training would
occur in conjunction with mentoring programs at USAFA.
Protégé Motivational Characteristics
This study was expected to find a positive relation between protégé motivational
characteristics (self-esteem and locus of control) and both the desire to be mentored by a
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permanent party member, and existing mentoring relationships. Also, this study was
expected to research how protégé demographics might be related to motivational
characteristics, the desire to be mentored, and existing mentoring relationships.
Analysis revealed that locus of control was significantly related to both the desire
to be mentored and actually being mentored as was expected. Interestingly, locus of
control was also related to racial/ethnic background in that those who were Caucasian or
white had more of an internal locus of control compared to those who were other than
Caucasian or white. In addition, locus of control was related to class year in that it
decreased between freshman and sophomore year and then increased for junior and senior
class years. This may be a result of a cadet’s perception of control in their life becoming
more external as a result of the new environment and culture they are assimilated into
upon entering USAFA.
This new culture, as stated by Rotter (1966), may be viewed as more “under the
control of powerful others” (p. 1) compared to a cadet’s previous culture prior to entering
USAFA. Individuals selected to attend USAFA tend to reside in the upper echelons of
their High School classes. As such, this elite population tends to attribute their success as
a result of their own actions. However, when these elite individuals enter USAFA,
naturally not all have equal success. This success distribution may result in a shift in an
individual’s locus of control as they are no longer able to attribute their success to their
own actions but rather to external factors. In addition to this success distribution,
extreme restrictions and boundaries are placed on freshman and sophomore cadets in
terms of how and where they spend their time. This loss of control may also contribute to
a locus of control shift. Once a cadet becomes a junior and senior, it appears that this
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shift in control then shifts back to being more internal as a cadet progresses in time. One
reason for this may be that cadets adapt to this shift in control and recover from it by
learning how to manage the control of powerful others. At the same time, many of the
restrictions placed on cadets are lifted and control over how and where they spend their
time is removed.
Self-esteem was not related to the desire to be mentored, contrary to what was
expected. However, self-esteem was related to actually being mentored as was expected.
One reason why self-esteem may not have been related to the desire to be mentored but
rather to being mentored is that being mentored may increases self-esteem and that it has
less to do with motivation to be mentored. In addition, self-esteem was higher for male
participants and for cadets who were closer to graduation. This difference based on
gender is well documented by the developers of the single item self-esteem scale (Robins
et al., 2001). This difference based on class year may be a result of a cadet’s sense of
sustained success and remaining at USAFA, which in turn proves to themselves that they
are worthy of being at USAFA and commissioned as USAF officers.
No demographic variable was associated with wanting to be mentored. This
means that cadets were equally likely to want to or not want to be mentored, regardless of
gender, racial/ethnic background, or class year. This positive finding means that all
cadets should be given an equal opportunity to access mentoring resources and programs.
Class year was the only demographic variable related to actually being mentored
in that cadets who were closer to graduation were being mentored more. One reason for
this could be that it takes time in order for a cadet’s self-esteem and locus of control to
increase to a level at which they feel prepared to initiate this type of relationship.
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Another reason could be that it takes time for a cadet to get to know a permanent party
member well enough that they develop trust with that person which enables the
relationship to evolve into a mentoring one. This finding could be both positive and
negative. On the positive side, this means that USAFA as an organization is not
preventing cadets from being mentored in terms of their gender or racial/ethnic
background. However, on the negative side it may mean that an organic mechanism is
preventing younger cadets from being mentored, or lack of mechanisms are failing to
facilitate mentoring relationships.
Last, this analysis demonstrated that cadets at USAFA who wanted to be
mentored actually were being mentored. This means that as an organization, USAFA is
not preventing these developmental relationships from occurring.
These findings offer a glimpse into who is motivated and what motivates cadets to
want to be mentored by a permanent party member and how this translates into actual
mentoring relationships. Cadets who possess more of an internal locus of control were
also more motivated to be mentored which in turn was related to existing mentoring
relationships. Contrary to expectations, however, self-esteem was not shown to be a
motivator for mentoring, despite it being related to existing mentoring relationships.
Also, little demographic variation was found, less class year, which speaks to the ability
to offer mentoring resources to cadets regardless of gender or racial/ethnic background.
Variation in terms of class year indicates that USAFA may have structures in place that
prevent mentoring of younger cadets. Or, it may mean that USAFA has failed to install
structures which aim to facilitate mentoring relationship development.
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Protégé Effectiveness Characteristics
This study was expected to research how protégé effectiveness characteristics (job
involvement, career planning, and learning goal orientation) might be related to
demographics, the desire to be mentored by a permanent party member, and existing
mentoring relationships.
Job involvement was related to class year in that cadets become less job involved
as they progressed through USAFA. One reason for this may be due to the extreme
restrictions and limitations initially placed on cadets which translates into a sense of
almost complete job involvement. As a freshman cadet, every minute of the day is
dedicated to the job of being a cadet. How a freshman is supposed to spend their time is
highly regulated and scheduled by USAFA. For instance, even sleep is regulated and
scheduled because USAFA understands that in order for a freshman cadet to accomplish
their job they must have adequate sleep. Over time, these restrictions and limitations are
gradually lifted allowing cadets to have more personal free time and separation from time
that is devoted purely to being a cadet. This separation may offer cadets a sense of
lowered job involvement. At the same time however, those who were more job involved
wanted to be and actually were mentored more. As such, it appears that this
characteristic may be of both a motivational and behavioral nature.
Career planning was related to class year in that cadets had more of a career
strategy as they progressed through USAFA. One reason for this may be that as cadets
learn more about the USAF and what they would like to do with their career, they
develop a plan for accomplishing that goal. This characteristic was not shown to be
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related to motivation to be mentored but was related to actually being mentored. It
appears that this characteristic may only be of a behavioral nature.
Learning goal orientation was related to class year in that it decreased between
freshman and sophomore year and then increased for junior and senior class years. One
reason for this may be the result of a change in a cadet’s goal orientation such that
performance becomes more important than learning during the first years at USAFA.
According to Button et al. (1996), “it is unclear as to whether goal orientation is…a
dispositional trait or situational characteristic” (p. 27). If it is situational, and this finding
is true, it would suggest that the culture at USAFA has created a structure during this
time of a cadet’s life which places a greater emphasis on performance over learning. This
would be a negative finding in terms of facilitating mentoring relationships among cadets
from the freshman and sophomore year groups. Fortunately, the dip in this characteristic
recovers and those who had a higher learning goal orientation wanted to be and actually
were mentored more. As such, it appears that this characteristic may be of both a
motivational and behavioral nature.
These findings offer a glimpse into how protégé effectiveness characteristics are
distributed. Cleary class year differentiates these characteristics, and these characteristics
were concentrated with cadets who wanted to and actually were being mentored. This
distribution suggests a healthy mentoring culture since cadets with effectiveness
characteristics are actually being mentored. At the same time, the decline in job
involvement and the sophomore dip in learning goal orientation may suggest that USAFA
has structures in place which negatively impact these characteristics.
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Post Hoc Findings of Cadets Who Wanted to be Mentored
The purpose of this analysis was to determine if a relation existed in terms of
demographics, motivational and effectiveness characteristics, and with cadets who
wanted to be mentored and either were or were not being mentored. Results
demonstrated that cadets who wanted to be mentored and were being mentored were
closer to graduation, had a higher self-esteem, had more of an internal locus of control,
and were more learning goal oriented.
This finding may be attributed to the following reasons. First, it may take a
certain amount of time in order for cadets to reach a self-esteem, locus of control, and
learning goal orientation threshold which primes them to take action and enter into a
mentoring relationship. Second, these thresholds may be impacted by USAFA’s culture
such that they regress or become stunted during a cadet’s early years. Third, for cadets
who want to be mentored but are not, USAFA may have organizational barriers in place
which inflates the threshold required by these cadets in order to feel primed to enter a
mentoring relationship.
Exploratory Findings
The purpose of this analysis was to explore what permanent party members and
cadets thought about the importance of mentoring, mechanisms that either enabled or
prevented mentoring, and opinions on the culture and how to improve mentoring at
USAFA.
Cleary, both samples viewed mentoring as a valuable way of engaging for the
purpose of developing leaders of character. In addition, permanent party members most
often stated that the coaching function of mentoring was important. In a complementary
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fashion cadets most often stated that they viewed the advice and perspective they can
receive from mentors as being important. These findings help explain that both
permanent party members and cadets view mentoring in a way that offers a vehicle for
achieving USAFA’s mission “To educate, train and inspire men and women to become
officers of character motivated to lead the United States Air Force in service to our
Nation” (USAFAb, 2015, p. 3).
Participants who were currently in a mentoring relationship indicated that these
relationships formed informally over time and that cadets usually initiated the formation
of them. They also thought that USAFA had encouraged these relationships and
provided enough resources to support them. These findings demonstrate that
opportunities for healthy mentoring relationships to exist and flourish are present at
USAFA. In addition, the view that these relationships informally form over time is
aligned with what Murphy and Kram (2014) suggest is necessary for good mentoring.
Specifically that this formation takes about 6 months and is most effective when it
happens as informally as possible.
On the other hand, those who were not currently in a mentoring relationship
indicated that while they felt comfortable with the idea of being in a mentoring
relationship, they lacked closeness with anyone to begin a relationship. Also, both
samples did not think about mentoring that much, did not know much about what
mentoring involved, and agreed that USAFA had not encouraged mentoring or provided
enough mentoring resources, specifically time. These findings demonstrate that
opportunities to improve the mentoring culture may exist through the prioritization of
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resources geared toward mentoring facilitation. Doing so may improve the apparent lack
of awareness concerning mentoring.
In terms of the mentoring culture at USAFA, more permanent party members had
a positive versus a negative view of it. However, cadets had the opposite perspective and
more considered the mentoring culture in a negative light. Where they overwhelmingly
agree was that more resources are necessary in order to improve this culture.
Specifically, cadets want resources that enable them to connect better with potential
mentors.
Limitations
This study is not without limitations especially due to the self-selection nature of
it at a United States service academy. This may limit the generalizability of the results to
the entire USAFA permanent party and cadet populations, and certainly beyond the
confines of USAFA.
The lack of clarity on what mentoring is and how it is defined may have led
respondents to differ on how they judged if they were or were not currently in a
mentoring relationship. It must be stressed that this study did not address the
effectiveness of mentoring occurring at USAFA, but rather was confined to the
distribution and relation of selected motivational and effectiveness characteristics. The
extent to which mentoring functions were being provided or received cannot be assumed
simply because a participant indicated they were currently in a mentoring relationship. In
addition, respondents may not have adhered to the definition of mentoring that was
provided in the survey.
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Self-serving bias or response set may have played a role into how respondents
answered survey items. For instance, those wishing to view themselves in a desirable
manner may have answered items based on what they would like to be true instead of
what actually was true.
Self-selection bias may have been more prevalent in the permanent party data set
since most participants indicated that they both previously had a mentor and wanted to
mentor. Individuals who had an affinity for mentoring may have felt more inclined to
want to complete this survey in order to offer feedback on a concept they value. At the
same time, other individuals upon realizing the survey was about mentoring may have
been turned off by this concept and thus decided not to complete the survey. This may
also have been a cause of the lower permanent party response rate.
Finally, question priming may have occurred since all items presented in both
surveys were presented in the same order for all participants. A result of this may be that
as participants responded to items later in the survey they were actually taking into
account how they responded to items earlier in the survey thus biasing their responses.
Recommendations for USAFA Practice
USAFA is a leadership laboratory that has a well-established mentoring culture.
Permanent party members and cadets alike view mentoring as important to both the
organization and the individual. In addition, both potential mentors and protégés possess
some of the motivational and effectiveness characteristics shown to produce quality
mentoring relationships. Based on this research the investigator recommends three
courses of action in order to improve the culture of mentoring at USAFA for the purpose
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of increasing the number of mentoring relationships, while at the same time improving
the effectiveness of them.
First, establish a formal process for assessing the number and effectiveness of
mentoring relationships at USAFA in terms of both career and psychosocial functions.
Doing so will offer a consistent measure over time that can be used to continually assess
the health of USAFA as a mentoring culture.
Second, apply resources toward the recruitment, time allotment, and training of
generative permanent party members. Training should involve an introduction to the
meaning, purpose, and benefits of mentoring, and should focus on improving skills such
as emotional intelligence in order to improve mentoring effectiveness.
Third, towards the end of the Fourth Class (freshman) year, establish a program
that enables cadets to be introduced to the meaning, purpose, and benefits of mentoring
while at USAFA. Also, offer a way for these cadets to meet with permanent party
members who have shown to be motivated to mentor and have the characteristics of
effective mentors, in order to introduce these cadets to a pool of optimal potential
mentors.
Consistent with the Air Force’s third core value of excellence in all we do,
implementing these actions has the potential to improve the mentoring culture at USAFA
for the purpose of enhancing the development of cadets as leaders of character.
Recommendations for Future Research
In order to further advance the knowledge of mentoring in general and
specifically at USAFA, it would be worth exploring how permanent party members and
cadets define a mentoring relationship in terms of the established mentoring functions.
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The prototypical mentor described by Kram (1980) may not necessarily be the same at
USAFA. Exploring this definition would aid in the theoretical development of a model
or profile of mentoring at USAFA. This may help identify misconceptions and ambiguity
concerning mentoring, and perhaps offer insight as to how mentoring programs could
maximize effectiveness by informing policy and how training should be conducted.
Second, in order to obtain a more comprehensive perspective on mentoring
relationships at USAFA, it would be valuable to study current existing mentoring dyads
in terms of motivational and effectiveness characteristics. This may reveal characteristics
not yet identified in the literature, and may also offer evidence to support which
characteristics are related to both effective and ineffective mentoring. This could aid in
the matching of dyads to ensure mentors who are effective at specific functions are
aligned with protégés who desire receipt of those functions.
Third, it would be of great value to obtain a better understanding of the nature of
emotional intelligence among permanent party members who are and are not in
mentoring relationships. It would be worth exploring whether or not mentors with low
emotional intelligence are mentoring as effectively as mentors with high emotional
intelligence. Also, it would be interesting to conduct an experiment with permanent party
members who have high emotional intelligence but do not want to mentor and see if an
intervention could increase their generativity and altruism.
Last, the presence of a large number of younger cadets who wanted to be
mentored but were not, sets the stage for a controlled intervention study. It would be
valuable to intervene at the younger class year time period (second semester freshman
year) with the intent of increasing mentoring relationships. It would be interesting to see
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if a mentoring program could impact the locus of control and learning goal orientation of
younger cadets in such a way that it reduces the decrease in these scales that appeared in
this study during sophomore year.
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)

Note: despite how this page looks, only “one on one” is in boldface type in the survey.
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)

Note: despite how this page looks, only “one on one” is in boldface type in the survey.
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)

Note: despite how this page looks, only “one on one” is in boldface type in the survey.
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Appendix F – USAFA Permanent Party (AD, CW, and DF only) Survey (continued)
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)

Note: “Note: “job” and “work” refer to being a cadet.” is in boldface type.
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)

Note: despite how this page looks, only “one on one” is in boldface type in the survey.
182

Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)

Note: despite how this page looks, only “one on one” is in boldface type in the survey.
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)

Note: despite how this page looks, only “one on one” is in boldface type in the survey.
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Appendix G – USAFA Cadet Survey (continued)
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